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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A QUALIFIED assurance was given by Mr. Batrour on the Ist 
inst. that it was “‘quite possible” that a new Committee on 
Land Transfer would be appointed. This appears to mean that 
there will be no Land Transfer Bill this Session ; as, indeed, was 
already sufficiently apparent. The Government may be assured 
that any attempt to carry a Bill on the old lines will be met 
with not less determined resistance than hitherto. 





SomE PRACTICAL advantage has for the second time within 
recent experience arisen from the Council of Judges provided for 
by section 75 of the Judicature Act, 1873. It is announced that, 
as the result of the meeting last week, two committees have been 
appointed—one to consider the existing circuit arrangements, 
and as to what changes (if any) are desirable therein, and 
especially as to the demand recently made for continuous 
sittings in Lancashire; and the second to consider the ad- 
visability of shortening the time now allowed to elapse between 
the issue of a writ and the close of the pleadings and trial of an 
action, and whether the procedure now adopted in commercial 
cases might be extended or assimilated to other cases; also 
whether the present system of taxation requires alteration, and 
other matters. All these subjects are of importance; and 
solicitors in particular will be anxious to know whether the 
last-mentioned committee can see their way to take any ste 
towards carrying out the resolution of the Council of Judges in 
1892 that ‘‘the costs allowed in litigious matters shall be all 
those which have been reasonably incurred by the client.” 





Court or Aprxat No. 1 has been faring badly at the hands of 
the House of Lords. Within the last few days three of their 
decisions have been reversed. We refer elsewhere to the case 
of Overseers of the Savoy v. Art Union of London, in which the 
House of Lords have settled the meaning of the phrase 
‘* voluntary contribution.” This is a questioa in which, having 
regard to the ambiguous meaning of the word “voluntary,” it 
was impossible to predict how judicial opinion might finally 
decide. There was equal uncertainty with to the point 
raised in Grainger v. A with reference to the liability of M. 
Lovis Roxzvrrsr, the champagne merchant of Rheims, to pay 
income tax through his London ts. The question was 
whether he exercised a trade within the United Kingdom within 
the meaning of Schedule D of the Income Tax Act, 1853. 
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doubtful how far they actually carried on business on his behalf. 
The Court of Appeal held that they did carry on M. RozpEreEr’s 
business in this country, and hence he was liable to the 
tax. The House of Lords held that they only trans- 
mitted orders to M. Roxprrer, and that he, with his power 
of accepting or rejecting these at pleasure, in fact carried 
on the business at Rheims. The third case was that of 
Hurlbert v. Cathcart, and the House of Lords disapproved, as in 
the recent case of Hood Barrs v. Heriot, the line adopted by the 
Court of Appeal in connection with the liability of married 
women whose property is subject to restraint. An order for a 
writ of sequestration was made by a master, and affirmed by 
the judge at chambers and by the Divisional Court. The Court 
of Appeal set it aside, on the ground that it did not appear that 
anything would be got by the sequestration. But the House 
of Lords held that it was for the married woman to establish 
that the proceedings would be futile, and the original order was 
restored. It cannot be said that appeals are taken to the House 
of Lords unreasonably. 





THE DEBATE in the House of Lords on the motion to go into 
Committee on the Companies Bill shews that the Bill is not to 
pass through the House without considerable criticism, and in 
order to give opportunity for a thorough discussion of its pro- 
visions the motion was negatived, and it was referred to a Select 
Committee. Lord Davey has already given notice of amend- 
ments which are designed to defeat in several important respects 
the changes introduced into the draft Bill by the Board of 
Trade and to restore it to the form in which it was submitted by 
the Committee over which he presided. Thus he proposes to 
allow twenty-one days instead of seven days as the period 
within which mortgages requiring registration may be regis- 
tered, and since such mortgages do not simply take effect in 
order of registration, but are void against the liquidator and 
creditors unless registered within the prescribed time, it is 
important not to make the time unduly short. With regard 
to the annual balance-sheet, he proposes to omit the provision 
requiring a copy to be sent to the registrar, and to make it 
sufficient for the balance-sheet, to be deposited at the registered 
office of the company seven days before the annual meeting; 
and he proposes that the right of making copies or extracts may 
be prohibited or limited by the articles of association. He 
wishes also to restrict the right of initiating proceedings 
under the special winding-up clause to the law officers, and 
not to extend it, as the Bill does, to an official receiver 
acting under the direction of the Board of Trade. To the 
inexpedi of this extension we have already called attention. 
It is evident, also, that careful scrutiny will be directed to the 
provision that every director is to be under an obligation to use 
“ reasonable care and prudence” in the exercise of his powers. 
On the face of it the provision is proper enough, but, as Lord 
Satissvry pointed out, the existence of the obligation in this 
oe form may make prudent men pause before accepting 

. Of course the reference to a Select Committee, taken 
with the actual condition of business in the Lower House, makes 
it very unlikely that the Bill will become law this Session. Lord 
HEnrscnex. proposed in consequence that the clauses relating to 
allotment and the contents of pros should be taken 
separately, but there seems to be nothing so pressing in them 
as to make this division of the Bill at all advisable. We are 
glad to see it recognized that it is no light matter to touch the 
present edifice of company law. Since 1862 the principle of 
carrying on trade by limited liability companies has permeated 
all our commerce, and no interference should be undertaken by 
the Legislature save after the fullest consideration. 





We vnztnt elsewhere a letter from a member of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law iety, in which he iates the 
suggestion that the majority of the Council put the convenience 
of lawyers before the interest of litigants. He does not observe 
that we expressed our belief last week that a considerable 
number of the majority on the Council were honestly persuaded 
that the course to be pursued, in the interest of litigants, 


was to the Long Vacation and have the courts and offices 








open for a longer period ; and that, as regards them, the im- 
pression to which the action of the Council was likely to give 
rise would not be well founded. Our correspondent enters on a 
discussion of the extent to which the delivery of pleadings during 
the Long Vacation would expedite litigation. - He contends that 
in “a vast proportion of actions in the Queen’s Bench Division” 
there are either no pleadings at all or they are prepared by the 
solicitors. Weventure, with deference, to doubt whether the actions 
in which there are no pleadings, can be properly described ag 
‘a vast proportion,” though there is no doubt a considerable 
proportion. But as regards actions in which pleadings are 
prepared by solicitors, we fail to see how this fact affects 
the issue, which is whether pleadings should be delivered 
during the Long Vacation. Then our correspondent proceeds 
to specify actions in the Queen’s Bench Division in which it is 
important to consult, not only leading counsel, but also 
engineers, physicians, and men of science generally. He does 
not expressly question our affirmation that if leading counsel 
are wanted they will be found accessible, but he asks “ when 
in September is the engineer to be found in Great George-street 
or the doctor in Harley-street, or your scientific men gener- 
ally.” Well, we venture to suggest in the first place, that there 
is an institution known as the General Post Office through 
which they can always be communicated with; and in the next 
place, that if engineers, doctors, or scientific men know 
in good time that a personal interview may be necessary, 
they are sure to afford the means for it, not perhaps in 
Great George-street or Harley-street, but at some convenient 
distance. Then our correspondent makes a point of actions 
in the Chancery Division, but as to these we have not the 
smallest doubt that if pleadings were delivered in the Long 
Vacation eminent counsel would be available. Our correspond- 
ent must be aware that, even under the present state of things, 
the most eminent counsel in that division have to be consulted 
during the Long Vacation, and although there may bea 
few hours’ railway journey at times involved, we imagine there 
has not arisen any real difficulty in obtaining their opinions. 
But when pleadings are delivered in the Long Vacation the 
leading counsel will, without doubt, make arrangements to meet 
the convenience of their clients. Lastly, our correspondent 
(who appears to be opposed to all change in the Vacation) says 
that regard must be had to the interests of the judges and 
officers of the court. The present proposal, however, does not 
touch them, and we can assure our correspondent that they are 
very well able to take care of themselves in this matter. We 
are glad to have our correspondent’s temperate © tion of the 
reasons for the view entertained by a section of the majority of 
the Council; but if they are the only arguments which can be 
urged, we imagine most people will consider that there can only 
be one answer to the question at issue at the recent meeting. 





THE REMUNERATION and terms of employment of the Law 
Officers have come in for their usual share of criticism in the 
House of Commons, and exception has naturally been taken to 
the recent departure from the simple arrangement of June, 
1894. Within the last few years four different systems have 
been tried. Under the Treasury Minute of December, 1889, 
the Attorney-General and Solicitor-General had fixed salaries 
of £7,000 and £6,000 respectively for non-contentious business, 
with fees for contentious business on the scale of fees which & 
Queen’s Counsel of average standing would receive, and the 
unrestricted right to take private business. Under this system, 
which had been in force for many years previously and which 
continued till December, 1892, the total official income of the 
Attorney-General ranged from £9,000 to £12,000, and of the 
Solicitor-General from £7,000 to £11,000. In December, 1892, 
the Law Officers gave up private practice except in the House 
of Lords and before the Judicial Committee, and except 
retainers delivered before acceptance of office, but. the fees 
for contentious business were now to be on the scale of fees 
which a Queen’s Oounsel of like standing might reasonably 
expect to receive from a private client. The official income of 
the Attorney-General thereu shewed a marked increase, 
but the period during which the system remained in force was 


; too short for effective comparison. In June, 1894, the late 
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Government induced the Law Officers to give up the remnants 
of private practice and also the fees for contentious business, 
taking instead salaries of £10,000 and £9,000. But upon the 
change of Government last summer a further change was made. 
Private practice was still tabooed, but the payment of fees 
for contentious business was resumed, though upon the 

igi scale of the fees which would be paid to an 
average Queen’s Counsel. Sir Ricnanp Wesster states that he 
is satisfied, and so are the authorities, that on the 
arenes the expense to the country will not be ter, and will 
probably be less, than the salary allowance. e abandonment 
of private practice is a matter which affects the relation of the 
Law Officers to the profession generally ; but for the present, at 
any rate, this is no longer in question. Payment of fees to 
officials who are in the exclusive service of the Crown is to some 
extent an anomaly. The quantity of work in an office does not 
usually determine the annual salary. It must be remembered, 
however, that work of a specially heavy character—such as that 
involved in the Balfour trial—imposes on the Law Officers a very 
exceptional burden, and this may properly be recognized in 
adjusting the mode of payment. Moreover, as pointed out by 
Sir Frank Locxwoop in the House of Commons, payment by 
fees has the practical advantage that, if the Crown is suc- 
cessful, the fees can be recovered on taxation. 


Tue view that a local authority cannot by a bye-law create a 
new offence, referred to in an article appearing in our last issue 
(ante, p. 454) as a rule of doubtful meaning, has received the 
attention of the court in Burnett v. Berry (ante, p. 459). That 
case, like Strickland v. Hayes (44 W. R. 398; 1896, 1 Q. B. 
290), turned upon a bye-law for good rule and government 
made under section 23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882. 
In the earlier case the bye-law was directed inst the use of 
profane language in public places, and it was held to be un- 
reasonable and bad because it prohibited such language, 
although no person was shewn to be annoyed by it. Liypuey, 
L.J., in the course of his judgment, remarked that section 23 
geve no power to make a new criminal offence, and added, “I 

not mean that such bye-laws can do no more than reiterate 
the provisions of an Act of Parliament.” In Burnett v. Berry 
the bye-law was for the prohibition of “frequenting and using ” 
any street or — place in the borough for the purpose of 
bookmaking, betting, or wagering; and, if the prohibition of 
street betting (as a profession) is a legitimate subject for a bye- 
law for good rule and government, it seems clear that the bye- 
law did not go beyond what was reasonably required to effect 
that object. But the bye-law is a little more stringent than the 
ordinary law on the subject; it, at least, overcomes the standing 
difficulty as to the meaning of the word “place” in the 
Betting Houses Act, 1853, which has so often come before the 
courts. It therefore seems clear that a new offence is created. 
The Lord Chief Justice deals with this point, and remarks as to 
Strickland v. Hayes that Luyvtey, L.J., could not have meant 
that the em to make bye-laws was restricted to prohibiting 
acts which were already offences against the criminal law. The 
real question, according to the Chief Justice, was whether the 
bye-law was necessary or useful for the good rule and govern- 
ment of the borough ; and he held that it was. After this case 
it is impossible to lay it down as settled that a bye-law cannot 
create a new offence. It is difficult to reconcile this latest 
decision with the remarks of Linpury, L.J., in Strickland v. 
Hayes, for, qualified as they are, they certainly support the 
view that a bye-law can only deal with existing offences. 
Macdonald v. Lochrane (51 J. P. 629) ia also frequently cited as 
an authority for that view, but that does not ap to have 
been the ratio decidendi in that case. The real question there was 
as to the reasonableness of a bye-law which ae a penalty 
upor parents who allowed their children to articles in the 
street. after certain hours; this the court (Maruew and A. L. 
Surra, JJ.) held not to be reasonably required for rule 
and government, but they do not to have so held on the 
ground that a new offence was created. 








Ty sxcrion 3, sub-section (6), of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
the Legislature appear to have made an enactment as to the 
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meaning of which there can » ot somes ps hy as On : 
sale of property the expenses 0: ion and inspection o: 

deeds Bs other documents ot in ny vendor’s me = 
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Sadeiemsthed not in the vendor’s possession, are to be borne by 
the purchaser, provided no other arrangement is made in the 
contract. The effect of this sub-section has long been well 
known, and it has been a great boon to vendors. Some burden, 
doubtless, has been thrown on purchasers, though by no means 
commensurate with the relief to vendors. are 
content to forego a good deal in the way of strict evidence 
when the cost of it would fall upon themselves. Of course it 
does not relieve the vendor of the duty of shewing his title. 
If he has no abstract which he can hand over to the purchaser, 
he must find means to make one, and he cannot excuse himself 
on the ground that the deeds are not in his possession. This 
was the effect of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ze 
Johnson and Tustin (30 Ch. D. 42). But, short of this, he can 
rely on the Conveyancing Act to save him the expense of 
procuring or searching for deeds and information. In the 
case of Re Stuart and Olivant and Seadon’s Contract before 
Court of Appeal No. 2 this week Sruarr and Oxrvant had con- 
tracted with Szapon for the sale to him of leasehold property of 
which they were mortgagees. The root of their title was an 
underlease dated in 1865, which comprised other property than 
that agreed to be sold. The vendors had only an attested copy 
of this underlease, and they did not know where the original 
was. Under these circumstances it was for the purchaser to pay 


for finding and inspecting the original, and so Srretive, J., and 
the Court of A the latter with no little abuse of the Legis- 
lature, have held. Lryoxey, L.J., thinks the Legislature has gone 


a little too far in throwing this burden on the purchaser, but he 
cannot, he says, get out of the of the section. Kar, 
L.J., is equally clear as to the meaning of the section, though 
he thinks if the Legislature had y considered what they 
were doing they would not have made the section quite so wide. 
Of course the section does now and then provide unpleasant 
surprises for purchasers. Purchasers, for instance, do not like 
to pay a mortgagee for production of deeds which for anything 
they knew were with the vendor. But before dealing so hardly 
with the a it might be well to devise a clause which 
would avoid these difficulties and yet prevent the obstacles 
which were placed in the way of purchasers under the previous 
law. It may be found that this is no easy task. 





A rxEcenT casE in the Marylebone Police Court, in which 
a horse-dealer was heavily fined under section 2 of the 
Act for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (12 & 13 
Vict. c. 92) for cruelly ill-treating certain horses by docking 
their tails, again draws attention to the question how far it 
is legal under the above Act to perform an operation of a 
surgical nature upon a domestic animal. The question has 
been several times before the courts in England, Scotland, and 
Ireland, and there is a curious di ent between the courts 
of the three ‘—e as to the legality of the operation of dis- 
horning cattle. This practice has been declared illegal in England, 
in the case of Ford v. Wiley (23 Q. B. D. 203), but both the Scotch 
and Irish courts have refused to follow it. The authorities 
have been most recently reviewed in the Irish case of Reg. v. 
M' Donagh (28 L. R. Ir. 204); and, although the courts differ as 
to whether the particular operation of dishorning does or does 
not come within the general rules for deciding potatoe | 
of such operations, those rules seem to be now fairly 
established and accepted by the courts in each of the kingdoms. 
In the former case the late Lord Cotzrmes, C.J., and Hawxnys, 
J., adopted as a definition of “cruelty” that it is the “un- 
necessary abuse of the animal,” and Hawxrvs, J., said that to 
support a conviction under the Act “two things must be proved— 
first, that pain or has been infli in fact ; secondly, 


that it was inflicted cruelly, that is, without necessity, or, in other 
words, without good reason.” The general 
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cruel, and is therefore lawful. No operation can be reasonable 
or necessary unless it makes the animal better adapted for 
the p for which it is used by man. Thus there can 
be no doubt that the custom (universal in this country) of 
eastrating bulls and horses is perfectly lawful. At the same 
time, even if the object be a legitimate one, it should not 
be attained by inflicting an amount of suffering out of all 
proportion to the importance of the desired result. In 
Lewis v. Formor (35 W. R. 378, 18 Q. B. D. 532) it was held 
that the very painful operation of ‘‘spaying” sows is legal. The 
judges expressed their opinion that no one could be convicted 
of cruelty if he honestly, though wrongly, believed an operation 
to be lawful, but this opinion is not indorsed by the judges who 
decided the later case of Ford v. Wiley. It seems also to be now 
well established that an operation cannot be necessary, and 
therefore legal, merely because (like dishorning in the opinion of 
the English judges) it enables the owner of the animal to sell it 
for a higher price. Neither is it lawful to mutilate an animal 
for the purpose of altering its appearance in order to gratify 
some whim or fashion or to win prizes. Thus it has been 
authoritatively declared that cutting the combs of cocks is 
illegal (Murphy v. Manning, 25 W. R. 540, 2 Ex. D. 307), and 
there can be little doubt that docking the tails of adult animals 
comes, in most cases, within the same reasoning. It may, 
however, be possible to prove that docking the tails of very 
young animals (¢.7., lambs) is not accompanied by any serious 
amount of pain, and does really benefit the animal. 





Uspsr tHe Agricultural Land Rating Bill it is proposed 
that the contribution from the Government to make up the 
deficiency caused by the reduction in the rate on agricultural 
land shall be limited to one-half the amount of the rates during 
the last financial year before the passing of the Bill. In a 

uestion addressed to the President of the Local Government 
Board, Sir Henny Fow zr suggested that the result of so fixing 
the contribution might be to throw upon house property an ex- 
cessive share of any increase in the rates. Assuming that agri- 
cultural land gives 80 per cent. of the rateable value of a union, 
and that the union has to incur expense, say in building a new 
workhouse, he suggested that of the additional rate thus 
rendered necessary 40 per cent. only would fall on the agri- 
cultural land and 60 per cent. on houses. In the debate on the 
second reading of the Bill the suggestion was repeated by Sir 
Wu Hazcover, and though Mr. Goscnzn impugned the 
accuracy of the calculation, he was bound to admit—and this 
indeed is obvious—that some additional burden may be placed 
on householders. What this burden is likely to be may be 
illustrated by a very simple calculation. Take a union where 
an annual income of £5,000 is raised by a rate of 4s. in the 
pound on property of the rateable value of £25,000 distributed 
in the proportions of 80 per cent. and 20 cent. 

land—or, shortly, land—contributes therefore 

£4,000, and houses £1,000. On this basis the grant from the 
Government will be £2,000. Now suppose the income has to 
be increased to £6,000. The Government still contributes only 
£2,000, and the remaining £4,000 must be raised by a rate so 
fixed that the whole rate is levied on houses and only half on 
land. This rate, it will be found, is 5s. 4d. in the — and 
the sum payable by land is £2,666 13s. 4d., and by houses 
£1,333 6s. 84. Thus of the additional £1,000 land contributes 
£666 136. 4d., and houses £333 6s, 8d., instead of the sums of 
£400 and £600 respectively which Sir Hzwny Fow.zr 
. Under the existing system the £6,000 would be 

raised by a rate slightly under 4s. 10d., land contributing an 
additional £800, and houses £200. Thus the effect is to raise 
the rate on houses to 5s. 4d. instead of to 4s. 10d., and to remove 
£133 6s, 6d. from land and throw it on to houses. House pro- 
, therefore, in agricultural districts will pay to an appre- 
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‘The remarks at t< meeting on Friday week which our re 
mrcatx d to Mr. Kh. Exvcerr (Cirencester) were made by another 
Mz. Eilets wae unable w attend the meeting. 





REPUDIATION OF SHARES. 


Tue case of Aaron’s Reefs (Limited) v. Twiss, decided by the 
House of Lords last week, illustrates the circumstances under 
which a shareholder in a company can resist the payment of 
calls when he has been induced to take shares by means of g 
fraudulent prospectus. The plaintiff company was formed to 
work a gold mine in Venezuela. The mine, which was known 
as the Concession La Victoria, had already given plenty of 
occupation to ep Hy promoters. Three companies had been 
previously started for the purpose of working it, but without 
any profitable result. Company No. 1 was started in 1882, 
never paid any dividend, and was wound up in 1885. The 
second lasted from 1886 to 1887. The mine was then sold for 
£2,000, and the purchaser resold it to Company No. 3 for 
£3,910 in cash and £131,000 in shares. This company never 
worked the mine, but it sold a part of the property to Aaron’s 
Reefs (Limited)—the fourth company—for £131,000. The 
prospectus of this last company was issued in 1890, and con- 
tained a glowing account of the prospects of the mine. It had 
already, so the prospectus stated, been proved to be rich, and 
it only required the erection of the necessary machinery to 
insure an output of gold which would enable the company to 
pay 100 per cent. 

A reader of the prospectus might see that the percentage for 
dividends represented the hopeful nature of the draftsman, but 
he was entitled to assume that the mine had in fact been proved 
to be rich, and that the money he was asked to subscribe would 
be utilized to procure the machinery. But on both points the 
prospectus was misleading. The previous failures to work the 
mine at a profit—of which, of course, nothing was said in the 

rospectus—disposed of the statement that it had been proved to 
rich ; and the arrangements with the vendors to the company 
— the possibility of immediately working the mine. 
he necessary machinery would have cost £20,000 or £30,000, 
but of the £50,000 which was to be raised by the first issue of 
shares all but £4,000 was to be paid over to the vendors— 
namely, to the Victory Gold Mining Oo., which was Company 
No. 3, and to a company, the Stock Exchange Co., which 
was an intermediary in the last purchase. Under these 
circumstances the defendant Twiss, who had, in September, 
1890, applied for 100 five-shilling shares, and had paid one 
shilling per share on application and allotment, declined in 1891 
to pay a further call of four shillings; and the company, after 
forfeiting his shares, brought the action in the High Court in 
Ireland to compel payment of the calls. By his defence Twiss 
set up fraud and repudiated the shares. 

In the Irish courts the litigation has had a curious his- 
tory. At the trial the jury found that there had been a 
fraudulent concealment in the prospectus of material facts, and 
judgment was entered for the defendant. An application to the 

ivisional Court to set aside the verdict and judgment and to 
enter judgment for the plaintiffs, or in the alternative for a new 
trial, was refused. The matter then came before the Court of 
Appeal (1895, 2 Ir. R. 207), and that court was equally divided. 
Warxer, L.C., and Porter, M.R., took a more favourable view 
of the prospectus, and held that the statements in it amounted 
neither to a fraudulent statement of fact nor to a concealment of 
material facts, while the repudiation of his shares by the defen- 
dant in his defence was not a sufficient repudiation against the 
company. The rest of the court, Frrzarson and Barry, L.JJ., 
held that the statements of the prospectus were fraudulent, and 
that, having regard to the forfeiture of the shares, the defendant’s 
repudiation by plea was sufficient. So far as the first question 
is concerned, it is ‘weed a matter of fact which depends upon 4 
much fuller consideration of the prospectus than we have given 
to it above. It is sufficient to state that the House of Lords 
have unanimously taken the same view as the jury and the 
great majority of the Irish judges, and have characterized the 
Pp as @ most fraudulent document. But as a matter 
of law the most interesting question in the case is the 
«cond — namely, whether the defendant was bound to re 
pudiate the shares within a reasonable time after he became 
aware of the circumstances which gave him a right of 
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The rule as to repudiation of contracts on the ground of fraud 
was laid down by Metxor, J., in delivering the judgment of 
the Exchequer Chamber in Clough v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (L. R. 7 Ex. 26), in the following terms :—* In 
such cases the question is, Has the person on whom the fraud 
was practised, having notice of the fraud, elected not to avoid 
the contract ? or has he elected to avoid it? or has he made no 
election? We think that so long as he has made no election he 
retains the right to determine it either way, subject to this, that 
if in the interval while he is deliberating an innocent third 
party has acquired an interest in the property, or if in conse- 
quence of his delay the position of the wrongdoer even is 
affected, it will preclude him from exercising his right co 
rescind.” Ordinarily, therefore, the person who has been mis- 
led by fraud, and who has done nothing to affirm the contract— 
though lapse of time may be evidence of affirmation—retains 
his right to repudiate so long as the position of third parties or 
of the wrongdoer has not been affected. 

It is well settled that the latter part of the rule is applicable 
to contracts to take shares. ‘I think it clear upon the authori- 
ties,” said Bram L.J., in Stone v. City and County Bank 
(L. R. 3 0. P. D., p. 308), “ that whenever the rights of other 
persons intervene, a contract to take shares, though induced by 
fraud, cannot be rescinded.’”’ It cannot be rescinded conse- 
quently after an order has been made for winding up the com- 
pany (Oakes v. Turquand, L. R. 2 H. L. 825), for then the rights 
of creditors have intervened, and for this p it is not 
necessary that a winding-up order should have been made. It 
is sufficient if the company has become insolvent and has 
stopped payment (Zonnent v. City of Glasgow Bank, 4 App. Cas. 
615 


The first part of the rule, however, must be taken subject to 
considerable qualification. A shareholder who has been induced 
to take shares by fraud cannot put off indefinitely, nor is he 
safe in putting off at all, the proper steps to repudiate the con- 
tract and to have his name removed from the list of share- 
holders. It was pointed out in Venezuela Railway Co. v. Kisch 
(L. R, 2H. L., p. 125) that a contract between a company and 
an individual differs from a contract between two individuals in 
this respect, that upon the faith of his becoming a member of 
the company various persons are induced to deal with the com- 
pany and to become shareholders. Hence, to set aside a con- 
tract of this description, it is necessary that he should come with 
the utmost diligence, so that no person may be misled by the 
fact of his remaining a member of the company. And numerous 
cases proceeding upon this principle shew that a delay of a few 
months (Lavwrence’s case, L. R. 2 Ch. 412; Kincatd’s case, ibid., 
420; Heymann v. European Central Railway Co., L. R. 7 Eq. 169), 
or even of one month ( Zaite’s case, L. R. 3 Eq. 795) after the 
discovery of the misrepresentation may bar the shareholder’s 
claim to relief. In Re Scottish Petroleum Co, (23 Ch. D., p. 
434) Baceatuay, L.J., went further, and suggested that in the 
case of a going concern a delay of a fortnight might be fatal to 
the repudiation of the shares. 

But the reasoning of these cases depends on the circumstance 
that the shareholder’s name remains upon the register. If, as 
in Aaron’s Reefs (Limited) v. Twiss, the company has forfeited 
the shares, so that the shareholder has vial ts be a member, 
the state of affairs is materially altered. It is unnecessary now 
for the guondam shareholder to take any active steps against the 
Company; and if, notwithstanding the forfeiture, the company 
claims payment of calls under the special provisions of the 
articles, the question is no longer between the company and a 
member, but between the company and an outside debtor. 
The qualification that the shareholder must repudiate his con- 
tract immediately no longer applies, and he is entitled to the 
full benefit of the rule in Clough v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (supra). Hence, so long as other rights have not 
intervened, he retains the right to repudiate the contract, and it 
is sufficient if he does so by his defence to the company’s action. 
This view, which was very clearly stated in the judgment of 
Frrzampon, L.J., in the Irish Court of Appeal, has now 
been adopted by the House of Lords. It was held, con- 
Sequently, that the defendant Twiss had effectu re- 
pudiated his contract, and the original judgment in his favour 
Was affirmed, 


“VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS.” 


Tue exemptions from public burdens allowed by the Legislature 
in favour of institutions supported by “voluntary contribu- 
tions” have been the subject of no slight amount of litigation, 
and the judgment of the House of Lords this week in Overseers 
of Savoy v. Art Union of London puts an end to a long controve 
as to the correct meaning of that ion. The statute 6 & 
Vict. c. 36 exempts from local rates the buildings occupied by 
any society “‘ instituted for the purposes of science, literature, or 
the -fine arts exclusively, . . . ided that such society 
shall be supported wholly or in by annual voluntary 
contributions, and shall not, and by its laws may not, muke any 
dividend, gift, division, or bonus in money unto or between any 
of its members”; and the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1885, which by yay oh imposed woh duty in peso 
roperty vested in ies corporate incorporate, exem 
ceiaeay acquired by or with funds “ voluntarily contributed ” 
within a period of thirty years. Upon these provisions the 
question has arisen whether the word “voluntary” is to be 
taken as opposed to compulsory, or whether a voluntary con- 
tribution is not rather a contribution which produces no direct 
benefit to the contributor. 

In Churchwardens of Birmingham v. Shaw (10 Q. B. 868) Lord 
Denman, O.J., adopted the former view. The Birmingham New 
Library was a society instituted for the purpose of taking in 
books and periodicals to be read by any person choosing to 
become a subscriber, and every subscriber paid two guineas on 
becoming a member and twenty shillings in advance annually. 
It was held that the society was entitled to exemption under the 
Act of 1843, notwiths ing that members obtained in return 
for their contributions the advantages of the library. ‘‘ We 
think,” said Lord Denman, “that annual contributions will 
satisfy the condition required, if they commence of the party's 
own choice, are so continued, and may be withdrawn at 
pleasure—that is, without — the party to any legal 
liability or forfeiture beyond of foregoing a participation 
in the pleasure or profit, scientific, literary, or artistic, in respect 
of which they have been made.” And he relied upon the 
express provision of the statute excluding a dividend, &c., in 
money a8 oe that the Legi did not intend to debar a 
contributor from less tangible benefits; in other words, that the 
contributions, to be voluntary, need not also be gratuitous and 
bring no return of any kind to the contributor. 

The question arose again in Russell Institution v. Vestry of St. 
Giles (3 E. & B. 416), but owing to the view taken by the court 
of the nature of the society it was unnecessary to decide it. 
The Russell Institution provided a library and — 
but the supply of newspapers, directories, and time-ta in 
the reading-room was held to shew that its were not 
exclusively literary. Lord Cawrsgut, C.J., however, seems to 
have expressed doubt as to the correctness of the principle laid 
down in the earlier case. The i he said, may have 
intended to throw an additional burden on the other ratepayers 
of the parish only where the society is supported in part by 
charitable donations, and not by ts made with a view to 
the personal accommodation and advan of the members, 
although the object of their pursuits may be the cultivation of 
science, literature, or the fine arts. ‘According to this con- 
struction of the statute,” he continued, “it would still be 


necessary to inquire whether the annual voluntary contribu- 
tions, by which the society is supported or in are 
or are not merely the purchase money for to which the 


contributors thereby entitle themselves.” 


These cases state very clearly the two ite views of the 
construction of the Act of 1843, but tio Catetiees 
CampPsett in Churchwardens of St. dane v. Li : 

E. & B. 793) shew that it may 
guish according as the nature 
contributor is solely connected wii 
not. The Linnean Society was 
the science of natural history, and 
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Hence the case was distinguished from that of the Russell 
Institution, and the Linnean Society was held to be entitled 
to exemption. In Marylebone Vestry v. Zoological Society (3 
E. & B. 807), decided on the same day, a different result was 
arrived at on the ground that the Zoological Society ministered 
too much to purposes of recreation to be exclusively scientific, 
and it was further intimated that the personal advantages which 
subscribers obtained would prevent their contributions from being 
voluntary. On the other hand, Lord Campsert and Enrtz, J., 
who were both parties to the last two decisions, seem in Brad- 
Jord Library Society v. Churchwardens of Bradford (1 E. & E. 88) 
to have veered round to the opinion of Lord Dznman in the first 
case. It appeared that the members had the advantages of a 
circulating library, yet the institution was held to be exempt. 
“The member,” said Erte, J., “paying [his subscription | 
receives, no doubt, a benefit in return in the widest sense of the 
word, but not such a personal benefit as has been held by this 
court to render a society rateable; a benefit, that is to say, 
derived from something in the nature of an investment of money 
for the purpose of receiving either money or money’s worth in 
return for the private benefit of the person investing.” 

The result of the cases was to leave it doubtful which con- 
struction of the Act was correct. The view taken in Church- 
wardens of Birmingham v. Shaw (supra) was certainly never 
definitely overruled, though in Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
v. Forrest (15 App. Cas. 334)—where, however, this question 
did not arise—Lords Watson and MacnacuTen favoured the 
view of Lord Campsett in Russell Institution v. Vestry of St. 
Giles (supra). The question before the House of Lords was 
whether the property of the Institution of Civil Engineers was 
property legally appropriated for the promotion of science, and 
so entitled to exemption from corporation estate duty under the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, s. 11 (3). The exemp- 
tion from the same duty in favour of property acquired with 
funds voluntarily contributed within thirty years was discussed 
in Re Duty on Estate of New University Club (18 Q. B. D. 720), 
and the Divisional Court (Hawxis and A. L. Swrun, JJ.) 
adopted Lord Campsztt’s view that contributions are not 
voluntary when they are made in the expectation that the con- 
tributor will derive some private benefit. 

In this state of the authorities the construction of the Act of 
1843 came before the Court of Appeal in Art Union of London 
v. Overseers of Savoy (1894, 2 Q. B. 609). The Art Union was 
incorporated by charter in 1846, a sum of £100,000 having 
then been raised to carry out its objects. It was formed for the 

advancement of the fine arts, to promote a greater know- 
ledge and love of the arts of design on the part of the public 
generally, and to give encouragement to artists beyond that 
afforded by private individuals. In return for a subscription of 
@ guinea a year, members receive a copy of a specially selected 
work of art, called the ‘‘ Annual Work of Art,” and also a 
chance of obtaining in the society’s annual lotteries a prize of 
£100 or less, the amount of the prize to be expended in pur- 
chasing some work of art selected from certain named art 
exhibitions, such as the Royal Academy. Here, then, advan- 
tages of a very tangible kind are given in return for the 
subscription, while on the other hand the subscription is a 
voluntary payment within the meaning of Churchwardens of Bir- 
mingham v. Shaw. No person is bound to subscribe, nor if he 
has once commenced to do so is he bound to continue his 
subscription. The case, therefore, brought into direct conflict 
the two opposing theories of “ voluntary contribution,” and the 
divergence in the earlier cases was reflected in the judgments of 
the of Appeal. Lord Esuuzx, M.R., and Kay, LJ., 

the view of Lord Dznxmayn. The subscriptions were 


voluntary as to compulsory, and consequently the Art 
Union was entitied to exemption. A. L. Surn, L.J., on the 


other hand, followed his own erer-rap, fora the New University | 


Club case, and held that the benefits ved by the members 
prevented their contributions from being voluntary. The same 
view bas now been unanimously taken by the House of Lords. 
One difficulty in making “voluntary” the antithesis of 
“‘eompulsory”’ is that in a sense the majority of money pay- 
ments are voluntary. The purchaser of an article need not 
take it unless he chooses, and if he takes it and pays for it at | 
once, or even subsequently, save under legal compulsion, the 


payment may be described as voluntary. Or we may distin. 
guish between the obligation and the payment. The obliga. 
tion to pay may be voluntarily undertaken, as when goods are 
ordered, but the payment may then become enforceable at law, 
and so be compulsory. Upon this view it would become 
necessary to inquire in each case whether a society had the 
power to compel payment by persons who had agreed to be 
members, but who were in arrear with their subscriptions. At 
the same time this is opposed to the view advanced by Lord 
Campsett in Churchwardens of St. Anne v. Linnean Society 
(supra), that, though the members are under an obligation to 
pay while they continue members, the payment is still voluntary 
seeing that the obligation was incurred by a voluntary engage- 
ment. This question, however, which is one of no little 
difficulty, is avoided by the construction which has been placed 
upon the term ‘voluntary contributions” by the House of 
Lords. The phrase “supported by voluntary contributions,” 
says Lord Herscuett, has long been well known in connection 
with hospitals and other institutions. The essential idea con- 
veyed by it is that the payments are a gratuitous offering for 
the benefit of others, and not the price of an advantage pur- 
chased by the contributor. This popular conception of the 
phrase is adopted for the construction of the statute; and in the 
case of the Art Union, since there is no such gratuitous 
offering, there is consequently no exemption. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Company Law.—On Monday last the Earl of Dudley moved in 
the House of Lords that the House should go into Committee on the 
Companies Bill. After debate, the motion was negatived, and the 
Bill was referred to a Select Committee. 


MARINE INsURANCE.—The Marine Insurance Bill has been referred 
to a sub-committee of the House of Lords Standing Committee. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, annotated, and edited, by RoBeErr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by other members of the 
Bar; with American Notes, by Invina Browne, formerly Editor 
of the American Reports and the Albany Law Journal. Vol. VIL. 
Conversion—Counsel. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Rules of the Law Society of Newfoundland, with the Law 
Society Acts, Catalogue of Books, &c. St. John’s: W. K. Bowden 
& Co. 


Foreign Enlistment Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 90). With Notes of 
the Leading Causes on this and the American Act, In two parts. 
Part I., the British Act; Part II., the American Act and Notes of 
Cases on the Acts. By GgRALD JoHN WHEELER, M.A., LL.B. 
Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LONG VACATION, 
[Jo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The article in the Soticrrors’ JouRNAL of last week referring 
to the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society on Friday week and 
the remarks of some of the speakers at that meeting are calculated to 
create an entirely erroneous impression as to the views of some, st 
least, of the members of the council. You say ‘‘ the majority of the 
council apparently put the convenience of lawyers before the interest 
of litigants.” Speaking positively for myself apd with almost equal 
certainty for others, there is no foundation whatever for this 
suggestion. I am sure that there is not a wember of the council who 
w not sacrifice his own personal convenience for the benefit of his 
clients. 


I feel, however, that, metuteiending the somewhat prolouged 
discussion on the subject, the practical effect of the suggested change 





has not been fully appreciated. And here let me say, with reference 


| to complaints of the conduct of the council in not having acted om 
‘the resolution passed at the thinly attended meeting of the society 1» 


January, thet not only was the course adopted by the council justi- 
fied by the result of the recent meeting, but it was in accordance 
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with the spirit of the bye-law, which provides that resolutions not 
acted on by the council shall be reconsidered at another general 
meeting of the society. All must admit that the council have more 
opportunity of calmly and deliberately considering the effect of any 
important change of practice than can be by a general 
meeting. 

Moreover, it is to be borne in mind that a large proportion 
of members who attend general meetings of the society, especially in 
the country, are fortunate enough to have but slight experience in 
contentious business. I say “fortunate” advisedly, for under the 
conditions on which contentious business is now conducted it is, I 
think, seldom to be desired by solicitors. 

It is somewhat remarkable that the discussion at last week’s meet- 
ing seems to have been confined to actions in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. It was said truly with respect to pleadings in such actions 
that there is no difficulty in drawing them ; but, with great deference 
to those who thus treated the matter, the remark seems to me to 
prove that the question at issue was not appreciated. 

Pleadings, as in former days we understood them and when plead- 
ing was a science, are happily matter of history. The days of special 
demurrers, new assignments, surrebutters, &c., are gone. Few now 
in active practice realize, as I do, those times, or recall that until a 
comparatively recent period “ pleadings” were n in every 
action whether there was any pretence for defence or not, and that 
thus a debtor could set his creditor at defiance from the 10th of 
August to the 24th of October. 

In the present day in a large proportion of actions there are no 

eadings. The indorsement on the writ, which, of course, can be 
issued in vacation, constitutes the declaration, and the statement of 
defence generally consists of a very few lines. Like the indorsement 
on the writ, it is often prepared by the solicitors, and the plaintiff 
when the writ is issued can in most cases safely anticipate a the 
defence raised will be. 

Thus as respects a vast proportion of the actions in the Queen’s 
Bench Division the question of pleadings does not arise. The rule it 
ig sought to annul has in such cases little practical bearing. But 
there are other, and as a rule more important, cases in which not the 
form, but the substance, of the pleading is of very great importance. 
Only to give one or two instances constantly arising. 

1, Action for negligence, say against a railway company—a test 
action. Should the negligence be contested? Should contributory 
negligence be pleaded? Should money be paid into court? Do the 
facts support a suggested defence that the claim is fraudulent ? 

2. Action for libel or slander, which actions may be said to be the 
fashionable actions of the day. Should justification be pleaded ? 
Should the defendant rely on privilege ? Should money be paid into 
court, and how much ? 

3. A patent case. Goodness of the plaintiff’s patent, sufficiency of 

ification, infringement, invention not new, effect of other patents, 
similarity of different inventions. 

4, Action against directors of a company for fraudulent prospectus. 

5. Rescission of contract. 

6. Generally actions founded on fraud. 

In such cases, and in many others, it is not only important to con- 
sult the leading counsel retained, but also to confer with engineers, 
physicians, and men of science generally. But when, in September, 
is the engineer to be found in Great George-street, or the doctor in 
Harley-street, or your scientific men generally ? 

I know it is said that the important cases are the exception, and 
that they would be allowed to stand over; but there would be no 
security as to that, and, as I have said, they are the only cases in 
which litigation would be materially expedited by the abolition of the 
= for in other cases the vacation does not prevent preparation for 


_ No one seems at the recent meeting to have referred to pleadings 
in the Chancery Division. It was suggested, apparently with 
reference to actions in the Queen’s Bench Division, that the most 
inexperienced young men at the bar are competent to prepare plead- 
ings. Will anyone venture to say this of heavy = complicated 
cases in the Chancery Division ? 

I cannot abstain from referring to an extraordinary suggestion 
which was made—viz., that erroneous leadings can amended. 
Few things in practice are to my mind more unsatisfactory than 
amendments at the cost of the applicant; but a far greater evil is the 
change of front—say fraud pleaded and withdrawn, or fraud not 
pleaded and added by amendment. 

Although the interests of suitors are doubtless entitled to the first 
consideration, all must admit that due regard must be given to 
those of the judges and officers of the court. I can understand the 
suggestion that there shall be no vacation, although I strongly dis- 


Spprove it; but I question whether many having practical experi- 

ence would desire to add materially to the present so called Hoe al 

ess. The general impression seems to be that there is a kind of 
in the vacation which is by no means satisfactory. 

I believe that the vacations in most countries are longer than with 
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us. All will agree that the judgés and officials must have some 

iod of relaxation. An ment for a kind of rota would be 
most unsatisfactory. Either the judges and staff must be much in- 
creased in number, or the machine would never be in full work. 
Some would always be away, and work would be delayed at a time 
when it ought to be done. The vacation is the true remedy. It is 
not confined to the superior courts. There is much the same interval 
in the county courts; and in London, at all events, business is pretty 
generally suspended. Few boards of directors meet, clients and others 
are away. Possibly some ardent persons would desire that Parliament 
should sit every day in the year, and that the courts, as well as the 
museums, should be always o But I venture to say that, not for 
the convenience of solicitors, but for the advan‘ of suitors, and in 
justice to the judges and officials, and in acco with common 
sense, there should be a “‘ close time.” 

A MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL. 





London, May 6. 

[The writer, unfortunately, either omitted to enclose his card or it 
slipped out of the envelope, which was received open. As, however, 
the letter is op to the views we have expressed, we are desirous 
not to delay publication, and deviate from our usual rule.—Ep. S. J.] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. SODEN—No. 1, 4th May. 


Exection Law—Par.iAMENT—RaGIsTRATION—ADJUDICATION UPON CLAIMS 
AND OssgcTions—CLosinc THE Lists—Par.LiaMentaRy Vorers Reorrra- 
TI0oNn Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 18), 8. 41. 

Appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (Lawrance and 
Collins, JJ.), discharging a rule for a mandamus to the Revising Barrister 
for Leeds to hear and determine an application by John Kelly and James 
O’Brien to be placed on the Parliamentary electors’ list and the burgess 
list for the city of Leeds, or to state a case for the opinion of the court: 
reported 1896, 1 Q. B. 499; rie coe appeared from an affidavit 
which was filed by the revising that, in accordance with his 
practice since 1887 he iseued notices stating that he would hold a court 
for the revision of the Parliamentary and burgess lists of voters for the 
East Division of Leeds on Monday, the 16th of September, 1895, at 6.15 
p.m., and on Tuesday, the 17th of September, at 10.30 a.m. and 6 p.m., 
and thet the lists would close at the evening sitting on the 17th of Sep- 
tember. Shortly after 8 p.m. on the 17th of September the revising 
barrister, being informed by the agents of the respective parties and 
having satisfied himself by inquiries made by him in open court that there 
were no more claimants or persons objected to —_ declared in open 


cases of persons who had appeared and whose cases he - 
ial request. On the following day, the 18th of September, the revising 
barrister sat for the purpose of doing the clerical work of the revision— 
namely, to strike out and initial the names of those who had not appeared 
or otherwise established their claims, and to call 
a es a ee a J O’Brien, appeared, and 
being done the applicants, Jo and James 0" . ap 
applied to be heard in support of their claims. The applicants had not 
appeared on the 16th or 17th of September. The re 
clined to hear them, on th the 
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the ordinary course followed b 
of the days on which he would sit to re’ 
close on the evening of the last day. He accordingly went through 


claims and ob; and on the evening of the 
agents of the res ve parties and inquired in open court whether there 
were any more ts present who desired to be heard, and he 


On 
perform certain manual labour such as 
names of those whom he had struck out. No case had been e out for 
a mandamus, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

A. L. Surrn and Riesy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsat, Merti . ee. 
and 8. Mayer; WF. . Sorrerrors, 4. Seett Lawson, for $ B. 
H. Foster, Leeds; Hickin, Smith, ¢ Capel-Cure. 

{Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law,) 


EDWARDS v. WALTERS—No. 2, 24th, 26th, and 27th April. 


Prommsoxry Norr—On Dewann—Marvarry—Guer—Ranenciarron — Bits 
or Excuanes Act, 1862 (45 & 46 Vier. ©. 61), ss. Q, 89. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kekewich, J., upon a question 
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arising upon the construction of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. On the 
1st of August, 1865, the Rev. Abraham Edwards lent £200 to his brother- 
in-law, Mr. Walter Walters. For this sum Mr. Walters gave Mr. 
Edwards a promissory note payable on demand, with interest at 4 per 
cent. per annum. The note was made payable simply to Mr. Edwards 
without the words “or order.” Mr. Walters died in 1866 leaving the 
debt of £200 unpaid. By his will he devised some real estate in Cardigan- 
shire specifically to his son and daughter, Thomas Walters and Annie 
Evans, and he also charged bis real estate with the payment of his debts. 
His executors wound up his estate and paid his debts, with the exception 
of the debt of £200, of the existence of which they were ignorant. In 
October, 1894, Mr. Edwards died, and in 1895 this action was brought by 
his administratrix against Thomas Walters and Annie Evans as the 
devisees of the real estate of Walter Walters, for the purpose of obtaining 
——— of the £200 with interest out of the devised real estate. The 
shewed that the defendants had during the life of Mr. Edwards 
voluntarily made him some payments by way of interest at 4 per cent. on 
the £200, the first of these payments being in 1878 and the last in 1889. 
There was also evidence that in 1891, when Mrs. Evans was on a visit to 
ber uncle, Mr. Edwards, he delivered up the promissory note to her, saying 
that he gave itto her. The Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 8 (4), provides 
that: ‘A bill is payable to order which is expressed to be so payable, or 
which is auaeieed to be payable to a particular person, and does not con- 
i ibiting transfer or indicating an intention that it should 
not be transferable.”’ By section 62 (1): ‘‘ When the holder of a bill at 
maturity absolutely and unconditionally renounces his rights 
against the acceptor the bill is discharged. The renunciation must be in 
writing unless the bill is delivered up to theacceptor.”” By section 83 (1) : 
“* A promissory note is an unconditional promise in writing made by one 
person to another signed by the maker, engaging to pay on demand or at 
a fixed or determinable future time a sum certain in money to, or to the 
order of, a —— person or pte mag gy mA (with certain 
exceptions): “ provisions is Act relating to bills cf exchange 
apply, with the necessary modifications, to promissory notes’’; (2) “‘ In 
ing those provisions the maker of a note shall be deemed to corres- 
pond with the maker of a bill.’” Kekewich, J., was of opinion that ifa 
parol renunciation was sufficient, the evidence proved a renunciation 
sufficient to discharge the defendants. But he held that the note, being 
payable “‘on demand,” was at maturity immediately on its being made, 
and that consequently, the delivery up not having been made to the maker, 
the renunciation was inoperative because it was not in writing. He 
accordingly gave judgment for the raising of the £200 with interest out of 
tue devised real estate. The defendants appealed. 
Tus Cover (Loxvrey, Lorgs, and Kar, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Laspier, L_J., after stating the facts, said: Walters’ devisees contend 
that Edwards in his lifetime released the debt. What he did was this. 
In April or June, 1391, he gave the note to Mrs. Evans, who was one of 
the devisees, telling her in effect that he should never make any claim 
under it, and that she might keep it. Mrs. Evans has kept it from that 
ime until now. The note was not endorsed to her, nor was there any 
tame throwing any light on this transaction. What, then, 
this transaction? It is contended that it is a release in 
events, in equity. A release at law is sought to be 
the law merchant apart from the Bills of Exchange Act, 
the law merchant, then by section 62 of that Act. The 
is stated in Foster v. Dawber (6 Exch. 839). I do not under- 
that it applied to bills or notes not negotiable ; but this difficulty is 


by section %, clause 4, to which I have already alluded. ‘The 
i with modifications in section 62 of the Bills of 
modification introduced is the necessity for writing 
up to the acceptor. In this particular the law 
with the i ) 
argument, based on +ection 97, clause 2, and on the law mer- 

czant, which before the Act formed part of the common law of England, 
camnct be supported. LEclience is then placed on section 62 of the Act. 
eR omc epptintiie © Wind entenm, & iy ane 
made applicable to promisory notes pay e toa particular person 
Without the addition of the words ae alias or bearer”’ (section 8, 
Clamse 4). Section 62, therefore, applics to the promissory note which is 
question bere. The maker of 2 promissory note corresponds with the 
of a bill (section 99, clause Z). A promisury note payable on 
is payable at once without any demand, and may be sued upon 


k 


: 


the 


s 


a 


8 
B 


at 


i 


and if not 
law 


F 
: 


! 
7 


bill is gi 
merchant is i 


i 


able 
. Such 2 note therefore matures within the meaning of section 


acousdingly 

62 as wm as the mote is made and delivered to the payee: Ee George (44 
CD. @i. BW. &. 617). ae ee ae Cates 
to & promissory note able «nm The section will ran thus: 
When the bader & pro uote payable on demand absolutel 
and wuermiitionslly renounce: his rights against the maker the note 
Gicherged. §=The renunciction must be in writing unless the note is 
delivered wy to the maker.” In the present case there was no renuncia- 
tiem is Can i, then, be said that it wae delivered up to the 
muskes? The soaker bad long been dead; but I am not to 
teat be jereonal repreeentatives A an acceptor or maker would not 
a me im the word acceyicr oF maker. The ordinary use of 

ead the geueral understanding of tuwiness men as well as of lawyers 
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of it to Mrs. Evans. I come therefore to the conclusion that there hag 
been no release or discharge at law of the debt due from Walters’ 
estate to Edwards’ estate. he defence foundrd on the Statute of 
Limitations fails as regards the devisees of the real estate by reagon 
of their payment of interest. (See Re Hollingshead, 36 W. R. 660, 37 
Ch. D. asi.) There remains only the question whether the devisess 
of the real estate have been diacharged in equity. though not in 
law. Edwards in his lifetime made no against Walters’ executors, 
but there is no evidence to shew that the devisees have been prejudiced 
by the mode in which the personal estate has been dealt with. The 
devisees for many years paid interest on the £200, and, apart from the 
gift of the note to Mrs. Evans, there is no ground for saying that Edwards 
so conducted himself as to render it inequitable on his part to insist on 
yment of his debt out of the real estate devised to those who recognized 
is demand. The gift of the note to Mrs. Evans is strong evidence of an 
intention to forgive the debt; but the note was not endorsed by the 
payee. Mrs. Evans could not therefore sue upon it in her own name, nor 
was there any consideration for the transaction. There is, in fact, nothing 
¢ an intention not carried out. A court of equity cannot enforce a 

mere intention to give and forgive. ; 

Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsu., 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Butcher; Bramwell Davis Q.C., and Griffith Jones. 
Soricrrors, Minshall, Parry, Jones, § Co., for Smith $ Davies, Aberystwith ; 
Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co., for C. Owen, Pwilheli, Carnarvon. 

[Reported by J. I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chaucery Division. 
Re POPPLETON AND JONES’ Uv.ii2ACT—North, J., 2nd May. 


VENDOR AND PuRcHASER—DEED OF ARRANGEMENT—CONCURRENCE OF 
Trustee in Bankruptcy—Dovustrun Tite. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, to 
determine whether the vendor could make a title to certain property 
without the concurrence of a trustee in ptcy, under the following 
circumstances. On the 15th of November, 1894, a deed of arrangement 
was executed by George Henry Cotton. The deed recited that Cvtton 
was indebted to certain creditors in the schedule and was unable to pay 
them in full, and had offered to pay by instalments, and if an instalment 
was in arrear to assign his property, and that default had been made in 
payment of an instalment of or ks Cotton had —_ on to 
assign his pro accordingly. is pro » excep , &c., was 

i te ae velden Cotton was citetanteh Ulahwans on the 22nd of 
May, 1895. The vendor, the trustee of the deed of arrangement, con- 
tracted to sell the property to Jones. 

Noztu, J.—This is a summons asking for a declaration that the vendor 
cannot make a good title to certain pro without the concurrence of 
Cotton’s trustee in bankruptcy. The deed of the 15th of November, 
1894, shews clearly that Cotton was then insolvent, and the letter of the 
solicitor at the time shews why the deed was required. Cotton at the time 
stated that he had not enough in cash to pay his debts. By the deed 
Cotton covenanied to pay instalments of 6s. 8d. at certain times, and to 
secure payment all goods except tools and wearing apparel were assigned, 
and in default of payment of the instalments the trustees were to enter 
into possession and sell the goods by public auction. It appears 
that the second instalment was not paid, and the debtor only re- 
mained in possession as agent for Poppleton, the trustee of the deed. 
On the 22nd of May Cotton was adjudicated bankrupt upon his own 
Tbe purchaser objects that the trustee in bankruptcy should 
join in the conveyance or disclaim. It is said that the Bankruptcy Act 
avoids the deed; but the bankruptcy or rg was not presented within 
three months. Then it is said that the is void under 13 Eliz. c. 5, as 
the assignment of all the debtor’s property, and that it had the effect of 
defeating or delaying creditors. question is, Was there an intention 
to defeat creditors? There is no evidence that there was, and the deed 
was made in the interest of creditors, and the debtor made it when called 
upon by the creditors, and in my opinion the trustee could not upset this 
deed. But it is said that the trustee might take and produce 
further evidence, and the purchaser aske that he should either concur or 
disclaim. I am asked to say that tle can be made without s 
compel him to bny a law 
D, ta iation and 


. The case seems ypinen « 
Gray (1892, 2 Ch. 138). title too doubtful to be forced upon 
@ purchaser, and that the vendor cannot make a title unless the trustee in 
bankruptcy concurs or disclaims.—Counsa., H. Torrell ; Tyrrell. So.icrtons, 
Norris, Alden, & Chapman ; Kisch & Wake. 
| Reported by G. B. Hamtisron, Barrister-at-Law. |} 
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Windiny-uyp Cases. * 
Re HEMP, YARN, AND COLDAGE CO, (LIM.)—No. 2, let May. 


Comraxy — Wievina vy — Unpeuwarrina Lerran — Cowrmuvronins— 
Reowrexr oy Memneus—Avruoutry 10 Aount to ArrLy ron BHARBs, 
Exrimation or. 


This was an appeal from « decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (reported 
ante, p. 476, where the facta are sufficiently stated), directing the removal 
of the name of W. H. Hindley from the list of conteibutories of the above- 
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ixvuet, Lovne, and Kar, 1,33.) allowed the appeal, 


tay 95 rbob 










cere 


" 


aE 
Lea 


abeef 


ied i 


FEELS EehieES Raa ay 


raeae 


se 
= 
ese 


ie 


£ 
Eis 


Paces 


FF 


He 
se 


i 


LEH EH 


pes 






afb. 


8 3 


oR RGERSERTRS SS 


Se 


vas 
| of 


-_ 
aR 


aS 


“d) 


ah 
6 





May 9, 1808. 


SRSRGPKRESRASREPRESEPIRE SAS 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


> 


* 


(Vol. 40.]_ 476 








lavizy, L.J., said that the document was an offer only, though it 
**T agree,” and spoke of the agreement being binding. There was 
nothing binding on anybody until acceptance. The applicant’s contention 
was that the document, on the true construction of it, involved the neces- 
of acceptance by the corporation withina reasonable time, that in fact his 
Te oes not accepted wi a reasonable time after it was made, and that 
therefore his name was put on the of shareholders without authority. 
he had applied for and obtained a share certificate, and had executed 
papers, and otherwise acted asa shareholder. Some of the 
ww available was not before Vaughan Williams, J.; but now it 
that Hindley, knowing that an allotment had been made 

that he had been placed on the register, allowed his name to 
— afin a shareholder from pe Ee ye. till — the 
ce of the com a period of se’ ears. con- 

ata to doubt. "He thought the 


As Le 
rat 


sraction of the document was pe | open 

learned judge had construed it rightly ; but he understood his 
brothers did not agree with him as to It was impossible to be con- 
fident on that part of the case. But, that the learned judge was 


Ee 
: 


, he did not think it followed, by a long way, that Hindley’s 
ought to be struck off the list of contributories. If there was an 
to put him on the register, which authority ht have been 
properly or improperly, it was certain that he not take the 
test care to inquire how, in fact, it was exercised. His lordship could 
not conceive that the applicant was entitled now, by any principle of law 
or equity or fair play, to object that there was no authority to put him on 
the register. Even if his case was that there had been some or some 
wifair use of the authority, he was too late now to rely on that argument. 
The order appealed from was inconsistent with the whole reasoning in 
Oakes v. Turquand (L. R. 2 H. L. 325). The learned judge had gone wrong 
in his conclusions drawn from the facts he had found. This was as plain 
acase for keeping the name on the as had ever come before the 
courts, and his lordship had not the slightest difficulty at all in saying that 
he aay the decision of the learned judge erroneous. The appeal must 
wed. 

Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect, the latter 
remarking that the respondent’s defence to the claim for calls was abso- 
lutely preposterous.—CounseL, Buckley, QC., and W. F. Hamilton ; 
Astbury, Oc, and Macnaghten. Souicrrors, Baker, Blaker, ¢ Hawes ; 
Nunn $ Popham. 

(Reported by R. C. Macxewzis, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Re LANDS SECURITIES CO. (L1M.)—No. 2, let and 2nd May. 


Morteacz or Cuarcgs PayaBLE QuaRTERLY—Mortoace Mongy ix ARREAR 
—Proor ny Morrcacers as Unsecurgep Creprrors ror Sum IN ARREAR. 


This was an appeal by the liquidator of the Lands Securities Co. 
(Limited) from an order of Vaughan Williams, J., declaring that the 
Norwich Union Life Insurance Society were entitled to prove as un- 
secured creditors in the winding up of the Lands Securities Co., for a 
sum of £8399s. 7d. By a deed dated the 14th of May, 1886, the Lands 
Securities Co. mortgaged to the Norwich Union, to secure a sum of 
431,881 lls. 9d. and interest thereon, certain charges executed by the 
Enclosure Commissioners for England under the Limited Ownere’ Resi- 
dence Acts, 1870 and 1871, and the Improvement of Land Act, 1864; and 
mother deed of even date, made between the _— to secure a 
sum of £10,636 15s. 9d. and interest, mortgaged rate loan charges 
created under the Mortgage Debenture Act, 1865. The cipal sums 
soured by the mortgages were repayable by quarterly ents, 80 
arranged that as each quarterly payment of the comprised in the 
mortgages became payable to the mo ors a like sum became payable 
by the m rs to the mortgagees. In April, 1894, the company went 
into voluntary liquidation, and in May, 1894, the liquidation was ordered 
epee subject to the su ion of Ad court. At Lady Day, 

company received in respect of the charges already men- 

tioned sums amounting to £839 9s. 7d. All previous instalments of the 
money and interest had been duly paid, but nothing was en 

wo the Norwich Union in respect of the principal and interest due at Lady 
1894. The Norwich Union, as mortgagees, afterwards entered into 

of the charges comprised in the mortgages, and claimed to be en- 

to retain the mortgages as security for future payments thereunder, 

and to prove as unsecured creditors for the sum in arrear. The liquidator 
tejected the claim, the Norwich Union took out a summons asking 

for a tion that they were entitled in accordance with their claim. 
Vaughan Williams, J., made the declaration, and the liquidator 


® Oovrr (Livpiay, Lorms, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 
ne upon counsel for the respondents. 
lawpury, L J., said: I think the order made by the learned judge is 
faite right. This is a very unusual case ; in I do not know that I 
ties of the peepee attest gt + non - 
e y » an arran for 
securing the advance. Noe ot £000 9. 7d. is not > eae of the 
perty ; it is the act perty mortgage 
. Apart from bankruptoy pad «= up, what is the position of 
thea igngees P If the mortgagors are the instalments 
there is an plied understanding that the 
Motive the money as before. But the money does not become the 


Property of the mortgagors, except rubject to the condition that shall 
Pay the sum which becomes due 4 the mortgagees, I do not tack this 
hewaee would work if it wore nob eo, 1 agree that ifall works enoothy 
8 cannot claim anything in reapect of those receipte ; 
hat, I think, is quite intelligible. But if the instalmente are not 
cannot what answer there could be to an action by the 


gagees for money had and received. But that is complicated by the 
winding up of the company, the mortgagors, who rely upon the well- 
Saown cule thet © cscuned couditer seach heat bebwetn 
and his security—he cannot both retain his 


“‘'You have got part of our security—give it up to us.”” That 
claim, and I do not see any answer to it. 

Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgment to a similar effect.—Cocn- 
sEL, A. R. Kirby; H. Terrell. Soxscrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ Co. ; 
Harteup ¢ Davis. 

[Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Qus-n'’s Bench Division. 
SPIERS & POND (LIM) (appellants) o. BENNETT (Respondent)— 


ApULTERATION—Mrx—AssTRraction oF Cnzam — Disciosune—Norice— 
Satz or Foop anp Drves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr c. 63) as. 9 & 25. 


This was a case stated by A. C. Plowden, Esq., police-court 
Seedebed by A. Beunsth, the respondent, canioary ferpecsar tothe 
preferred by A. Bennett, the . to 
Ne ee et Lele tel on tant a eee 
under section 9 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, them 
with having unlawfully sold milk from which the fat had been abstracted 
to the extent of 17 per cent. without disclosing to the purchaser such 
abstraction or alteration, contrary to the provisions of section 9 of the 
above Act. The the 
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was begun of all the circumstances of this case; but when he 

become fully aware of them he might wisely have abandoned the pro- 
ceedings. It seems to me that the ap ts have done everything that 
they could reasonably be expected to do in order to comply with the pro- 
visions of the Act. Nevertheless the question we have to decide is 
whether, notwithstanding that they have done all they could to comply 
with the Act, they have in fact complied with it. [The learned judge then 
dealt with the facts of the case.] The magistrate found there had been an 
abstraction. But what I find from the shorthand notes and statements of 


the abstraction had thus been made which amounted to an abstraction 
within the meaning of section 9. It is not necessary to express an opinion 
on the cases cited, but I may say that in this case I do not think a 
mens rea need be shewn. It has not been even suggested that the appel- 
lants had any knowledge of the abstraction. Have the appellants made a 
sufficient disclosure within the meaning of the second part of section 9? 
I think on the whele they have made a sufficient disclosure. It is not 
contended that they are bound to disclose the precise percentage 
abstracted, but that they must make a disclosure of “‘ the” alteration. I 
agree that the inscription on the glass does not amount to much more than 
notice that they do not guarantee that the milk sold has all its cream ; 
bat I think the notice where it says that the appellants do not sell the 
inilk as ei new, pure, or with all its cream, means that they are not 
selling it as an article which has not had abstracted from it some of ita 
i qualities. It would be a slavish following of the letter of the 
Act to hold a person liable to the penalties imposed by it under the cir- 

existing in thiscase. Iam sure that we are doing no violence to 
justice or to the spirit of the Act in holding that the conviction was wrong, 
the must therefore be allowed. 

Wruus, J.—I am entirely of the same opinion, and for the same reasons, 
Conviction nr men em Sir BE. Clarke, Q.C., Grain, and Fod ; Chan- 
nell, O.C., -Munroe, and J. R. Aitkin. Soticrrors, H. J. ¢ T. 
Child; Matthew H. Hale. 

[Reported by E. G. Srittweit, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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COLE (Appellant) c. PENDLETON (Respondent)—5th May. 


Israxwr—Paevestioxs or Cevetty—Wurct Neciscr to Proving Foop 
axp Crorurxc—Panisx Revrer—Prevention or Carvery To CHILDREN 
Act, 1994 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 41), s. 1. 


Case stated by W. J. Stewart, Esq., stipendiary istrate of the city 
of Liverpool. At petty sessions for the city of Liverpool on the 20th of 
November, 1595, an information was preferred by F. Cole, the appellant, 
against T. Pendleton, the respondent, under section 1 of the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, charging that he I. Pendleton, being a 
person over the age of sixteen, and having the custody, charge, and care 
of EZ Baxter, J. Baxter, W. H. Pendleton, and M. Pendleton, being 
children under the age of sixteen, did wilfully neglect such children in a 
manner likely to cause them unnecessary suffering and injury to health. 
The facteas set out in the case are as follow. The t was a labourer 
im the employ of the Wigan Coal and Iron Co. There were living with him 
nae dikes ad ate tie James Baxter, 

respectively thi six years, and his children, William Henry 
and Fone ye respectively ’ 
and his wife the custody, charge, and care of his said 
and stepchildren. The respondent was in a position to earn 25s. 
aweek. His actual earnings were uncertain, but exceeded 20s. a week. 
The respondent spent nearly the whole of his earnings on liquor, and since 
Christmas, 1234, never gave bis wife more than 3s. a week for the support 
and maintenance of herself and the fourchildren. The respondent’s wife, 
through the failure of her husband to supply her with the means, was 
unable to supply the children with sufficient food and clothing. Some 
evidence was given that the ciildren had suffered through such neglect, 
bet, without deciding that point, and without hearing the defendant, the 
the information on the ground that inasmuch as the 
means whereby the children might have been fed, 
from suffering, their suffering was not cansed by the 
to provide them with food and clothing. 
= iniom of the court was whether, upon the above facte, 
magitrate was justified in dismissing the information. For the 
that there bad been an offence under section 1 
to Children Act,1994. There was neglect, 
wae likely t0 cause unnecessary suffering and 
statute was Cearly intended to cover acts of cruelty 
by caniesion, for it omeciidates earlier Acte, one of which section 
Zi A wp pled Amendsnent Act, 164 (21 & 32 Vict. c. 122), which 
EUV purse ing their children should be Hable to punish- 
Tas Cover (Lord Kewwets or Krttswes, CJ., and Wiis, J.) allowed 


BRewsss or Kusowex, CJ —I with to express myself within the 

A moicestion, but this docs em me to be 4 mont 

dation. (Om locking 2 the facta of the case we wee that the n 

was in & position to carn Zn. «2 week, nearly all of which he spent in 

SS ae ny ure lis Wie Be ose ae ¢ support of herself and the 
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F 
t 
i 


t wae prosecute’ under the Prevention of Oruelty to 
4, section 1 A which provides that if any peroon over the 
who has the custody, charge, or care AA any child 
ioe Pam, wilfully assaults, iil-treate, neglects, 

Cid, comma on pre wh Hild w be 
on exe in « manner Vkely 
wulleting 1 tujury W the health, euch yer- 





son shall be liable to punishment. This is not a new provision. In the 
Poor Law Amendment Act, 1868, s. 37, which was repealed by section 18 
of the Prevention of Cruelty and Protection of Children Act, 1889, itsei 
re) and re-enacted with amendments by the Act of 1894, it was 
that when any parent should wilfully neglect to provide adequate aid, 
food, clothing, &c., for his child under the age of fourteen, whi 
health of such child should have been or should have been likely to haye 
been seriously injured, such parent should be liable to punishment. Is jt 
to be supposed that in repealing this provision the Legislature ever 
intended that there should be no means of uting a man ¢ with 
an offence within the terms of that enactment? I cannot think 80, The 
magistrate has stated that the children did suffer through the neglect of 
the respondent, but he dismissed the information, on the ground that the 
poor laws provide means whereby the children might have been fed and 
clothed. That is an utterly wrong reason. It is true the poor law dogs 
provide means whereby these children might have been relieved, but sec. 
tion 1 of the Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, says that a man 
in the position of the respondent, and who neglects his child, or causes it 
to be neglected in a manner likely to cause such child unnecessary spf. 
fering or injury, shall be liable to a penalty. It seems to me very likely 
indeed that the neglect by the respondent in this case would cause thegg 
children ‘‘ unnecessary suffering or injury to their health.” This cage 
must therefore be remitted to the magistrate, with an intimation of our 
opinion. 3 

Wuts, J.—I entirely agree. Appeal allowed.—CovunszL, Clarke Hall, 
Souicrtor, Edwin Berry, Liverpool. 

[Reported by E. G. Sr1:itwex1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WALKER v. STRETTON—30th April. 


JUSTICES—BYE-LAW8S—WHEN NoT Freg rvRoM Dountr—REASONABLE Coy. 
STRUCTION TO BE GIVEN AND Byg-Law UPHELD. 


This was an appeal froma decision of the justices of Warwickshire. An 
information was laid by the superintendent of the police against the 
respondent that he, on the 26th of August last, being in charge of a tim. 
ber carriage at eleven o’clock at night, had no light attached to such car. 
riage as required by a bye-law made by the Warwickshire County Council 
for the good rule and government of the county under powers given by the 
Local Government Act, 1882. It appeared that the bye-law in question 
was to the effect that a person driving or having charge of any vehicle 
(with certain exceptions not bearing on the present case) should, from the 
end of the first hour after sunset to two o’clock a.m., except during that 
part of the night as should be between the rising and setting of the moon, 
carry attached to vehicles lighted lamps so as to cause light in the direc- 
tion in which such person was proceeding, and provided that where such 
vehicle was carrying timber the person in charge must also 
** attached at the end thereof a lamp or lamps so constructed as to 
a light or lights visible to persons overtaking such vehicle.’”’ Itwas 
proved that the respondent was in charge of a timber carriage on the 
night in question, and that it was a very dark night. Two constable 
were called to prove that the moon rose between one and two o’clockin 
the morning, but neither of them could speak of this fact of his own 
knowledge and referred to an almanac for information, and their evidence 
on this ground was objected to on behalf of the respondent. The 
trates held that the local authority had no power to make such a by 
as it was unreasonable and bad, because it was not restricted to vehicles an 
public highways ; Sapa ent a timber carriage o not 
to be required to prove whether the moon had risen or had set at the time 
of the commission of the alleged offence ; that it was equally unreasonable 
to require such proof from the informant; and also on the ground that, 
although the moon might have risen, the night might have been so dark 
as to render lights necessary for the safety of the public. They considered 
also that lights on vehicles were as necessary in the neighbourhood of 
towns in the early morning as late at night. For these reasons 
magistrates re to convict. For the appellant it was contended tha 
the bye-law, being capable of both a reasonable and unreasonable oom- 
struction and being one for the safety of the public, the court ought 
construe it as to give effect to ite provisions. On behalf of the respom 


The | dent it was contended that the bye-law was bad on two grounds—firstly, 


because it was unreasonable, for (2) it was unworkable, since to com 
within the exception the defendant had to shew that at the time in que 
tion the moon had risen and had not set. ‘The onus of proving tht 
astronomical fact, he submitted, rested in law on the informant and a# 
on the defendant. Almanacs were not admissible evidence of time 
the defendant, and the witnesses called by the informant were 
prove of their own knowledge that the moon did not rise on that 
until after eleven pm. He referred to the cases of Tutton v. Darkemh 
Nizon ¥. Freeman, both reported in 5 H. & N. 647, The bye-law was alee 
unreasonable (4) for it was too wide—the words “ street or public “ 
omitted. Secondly, it was bad for it was too v it did sé 


state whether the light was to be placed at the end of the timber or om tie 
a of the cart. Pe ° 
un Cover allow appeal. 
Loup Buses oy Kusowsn, 0.3., said the tos refused to comme 


om the ground that the bye-law was unreasonable, and they were asked ® 
decide whether the were right or wrong in the conclusion the 
had arrived at. The bye-law in question was made under the Local Gove 
ment Act, 1688, which gave powers to the local authority to make le 
vhiumilar w the Local Government Act of 1442, Those questions as 
laws were wo frequently belore the court, and were often so tr 


that he wished to my « general word or two with regard to the a 
vteuction that should be laced upon them, The courte in Magra 
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guthorities, unless it could be clearly shown that the bye-law had been 
made without jurisdiction, or was obviously unreasonable. The court 
not willingly to ‘‘ pick holes’’ in rules which dealt with local matters 
requirements, which the authorities who framed the laws were 
often better able to judge of than the courts. It was also safe to lay 
gown this general proposition—that although it was desirable that 
bye-laws should be so clearly expressed that ‘* he who runs might read,’’ 
as they knew from experience, this clearness was not always attained 
the case even of laws framed by the higher legislative bodies. The 
gourt should, therefore, strive to construe a bye-law so as to give 
yasonable effect to the object aimed at. In the present case the 
tes appeared to have been of opinion that the bye-law was bad, 
because in some points it went too far and in others not far enough to 


- jnsure public safety; and to some extent he agreed with them. It was 


that the bye-law was unworkable because the proviso that it 
should not apply between the rising and setting of the moon placed the 
defendant under an unnecessary burden of difficult proof; but he did 
not think there was any real practical difficulty. In his opinion it was 
and right to read the bye-law as applying only to persons driving 
f public places, and therefore it could not be said to be bad on the 
ground that it was too wide. The third objection also failed, for it was 
clear that the second light was to be attached to the end of the cart, and 
not to the end of the timber. On the whole he thought the trates 
were wrong in their conclusion, and that they ought to have convicted 
and imposed such a fine as they considered under the circumstances was 
licable. 
icons, J., concurred. The case was accordingly remitted to the 
with instructions to convict.—Counsgt, 4. Glen; Parfitt. 
Soucrrors, Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co., for A. 8. Field, Leamington; Timbrell § 
Deighton 


[Reported by Ersxine Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GODWIN v. WALKER—Ist May. 


Bermmc—Bets AccerTrep in A ‘‘ Pustic Piace’’—Prrsons ResorTInc 
Tuereto—Byre-Law. 


Special case stated by the justices for the county of Warwickshire. An 
information was laid by one Walker against Godwin, charging him that 
heon the 3rd of September last assembled with other persons in New- 
street, Aston, for the purposes of betting contrary to the bye-law of the 
county. The evidence given before the justices shewed that Walker was 
in New-street on the day in question, where he stood and received 

from men, women, and boys, and that a man stood talking to 

for some time, and that while talking, the defendant received a num- 

ber of packages from several persons. The defendant then entered a 
house, and the man he was talking to followed, and something was trans- 
ferred from the defendant to the man. They then came out of the house 
and the man then went away, and the defendant remained in New-street 
sillreceiving packages from a number of persons. He was then arrested 
and in his possession were found twenty-two packages containing sums of 
money amounting to £4 2s. 11d., and a copy of a local news contain- 
ing the names of horses running at Derby Races, and a num of slips 
Py on which were written the names of horses running at the races 
thatday. The bye-law was as follows: ‘‘ A person shall not, together 
with other person or persons, assemble in any street or public place for 
the purpose of betting.’’ The justices convicted Godwin and fined him 
&. Godwin appealed. Counsel, in shewing cause why the conviction 
should be quashed, contended (1) that the bye-law was bad because it was 
unreasonable, as it would prevent two friends meeting in the street from 
making a bet with one another. Under the local Act ‘‘a public place ” 
was defined, inter alia, as being any street, common, public park, church- 
orchapel-yard; so that not only might a man not ea bet when 
came out of church or chapel witha friend, but betting under this 
bye-law could be stopped even on a racecourse. It was a bye-law in 
restraint of a lawful business, and was therefore «dtra vires. Moreover (2) 
if hog was good, he submitted that the justices could not hold on 


Twa Covrr (Lord Russxti or Kitiowsn, C.J., and Wriaut, J.) dis- 
missed the appeal. ‘The evidence shewed that a man had for some weeks 
been in the habit of standing outside a house and receiving in the street 
packages containing money from men, women, and boys for the purpose 
of betting with them. That was a most undesirable practice, and should 
be stopped if possible. The bye-law of the county provided a means of 
apis such a practice, and must be enforced. The usefulness of it was 

a8, and that court had lately held in another case that a bye-law in 
timilar terms: was good. As to the ‘‘ assembling,” the justices had found 
4 fact that persons had resorted thereto for the purpose , 


with the decisions of inferior courts brought before them. Con- 
Vietion affirmed with coste.—Counse., Hugo Young and Dorsett; A. Glen, 
Soucrrons, Joseph Davis; Field, Rosooe, ¢ Co., for A. iS, Meld, Loam- 


[Reported by Haskine Rarp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG, ». LEWIS (Stipondiary Magistrate) AND MO88—1st May. 


Vowwwramn Acr, 1863—Rutne—Carrration Grant—Fanune to Kann— 
uty ro Maxa Goop Lows to Conra-Panatry on Orv, Dawe 

Juavie’s Acr, #, 1—SumMany Juntaptorion Act, 1879, a, 6. 

Th this caso a rule had been obtained calling upon the stipendiar 
Magistrate of Cardiff to show oaure why a nantes thea oat lane 4 
him to hear and dotermine an application for a #ummona upon an infor. 
Against ono Moos, During the year 1805 Moss, who waa a mem~ 








ber of a volunteer e Severn Division of the Royal 
failed to render efficient, and thereby under the rules of 
became liable to pay to the funds of his @ sum equal to 
amount of the capitation grant—namely, £5—w would have been 
earned if he had duly qualified. 
summons, on the ground that civil and not criminal 
be taken to recover the same from Moss, who had 
called upon by the corps to do so. No one to shew cause against 
the rule, but the following cases were to and considered by the 
court: Ez parte Lewis (52 J. P. 773). There the magistrate had refused 
to grant a summons, and the court that as he had exercised his dis- 
cretion, rightly or wrongly, they would not grant a rule for a manda mus 
to rehear: Reg. v. Justices of Middlesex (41 J. P. 629) and Reg. v. Kerswell 
and Others, Justices (11 Times L. BR. 8). Counsel in of the 
rule that the corps had power to make the rule which the claim was 
eee Se ee ees the Volunteer Act, 1863, and that the rules 
having been duly sancti by a Secretary of State became binding 
as statutory rules, as well as by agreement, on all of 
Section 24 of the Volunteer Act, 1863, gave power to make rules relating 
the * ent of the property, finances and civil affairs of the corps.” 
Section 27 provided that any sum due under the rules should be 

able as a penalty was recoverable under the Act, and the case 
came within section 1 of Jervis’s Act. 

Tue Court (Lord Russett or Kittowsn, C.J., and Wricut, J.) held 


i 


to pay when 


corps, was i 
case would then fall within the second part of section 1 of Jervis’s Act, 
and the sum would be recoverable on a com as a civil debt, and not, 
as contended, a penalty on information. discharged.—Covunsa1, C. 
M. Baithache. Soutcrrors, Ince, Colt, ¢ Ince. 

(Reported by Exsxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 





BASSANO v. BRADLEY AND OTHERS—ith May. 


Pracrice—County Cournr—Jvunispicrion—Trris—IncorPorgaL Heneprra- 
mEenT—County Courts Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), 8. 60. 

In this case the plaintiff appeared to shew cause why a writ of prohibi- 
tion should not issue to the ae ae bes opp The action 
was brought to recover arrears of a rent-charge a year issuing out 
of lands which were admitted to be of an annual value of more than £50. 
Section 60 of the County Courts Act, 1888, that: “A judge 
shall have jurisdiction to try any action in w! the title to any corporeal 
or incorporeal hereditaments shall come in question where neither the 

hereditaments 


value of the lands, tenements, or in dispute nor the rent 
le in res: thereof shall exceed the sum of £50 by tae Le” 
t was conten for the defendants that as there wasa as to 


whether the land was subject to the rent-charge, the case was one in which 
the title to lands of a annual value than £50 was in question, and 
therefore the jurisdiction of the county court was ousted. Stelwerthy v. 
Powell (55 L. J. Q. B. 228), was relied on. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Rvesstz or Kitroway, C.J., and Warexr, J.), 


refused to grant a prohibition. 
Lord Russait or Kriiowsn, C.J., said that he was not quite satisfied as 
to what was the true construction of section 60, but the onus lay « the 


defendant of satisfying the court that the county court had no j 
and his lordship came to the conclusion that the defendan 

that onus. The words of the section were: “‘A jadge shall 
have jurisdiction to try any the 


to 
lordship held that the jurisdiction of the county court wot ousted, 
but his lordship added that if a case similar to Stedverthy v. Powell came 
before him he a ak She Ny mg 


. Soxrerrona, 
Dudley ; Theber, Lede, ¢ Lyon, for ¢ Tern, Birmingham . 
(Reported by F. OQ. Roauxsox, Barristenat-Law) 
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It is stated that the appointment of Soliciter-General fer Scotland bes 
been offered to Mr, C, Scott Dickson, advocate. 

The Attorney-General will entertain the law officers of Scothaad and 
Lreland, the ofloial counsel and solicitors connected with Ris department, 
a * dinner on the 200) inet, ih celebration of the Queen's 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 


THE fiftieth annual general meeting of the Law Fire Insurance Society 
was held on Tuesday at the Society's house, Chancery Lane, Sir RICHARD 
NICHOLSON, the Chairman, iding. 

The report stated that the accounts of the past year’s business showed 
@ satisfactory increase in the premium income, which in 1895 amounted to 
£143,172, showing an increase of £6,360 over that in 1894. The total 
amount insured was 1214 millions. The claims for losses =e ee 
year amounted to £57,044 10s. 3d., showing a decrease of £3,815. e 
proportion of losses to the amount of premium income was 40 per cent., 
the of 143 per cent., and the commission 13 per 
cent. accounts of the year showed a net balance of £56,997 2s. 6d. 
after transferring £10,000 to the general account. 

The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, referred to the fact 
that since the last annual meeting the Society had lost one of its directors. 
Their able friend Mr. F. G. Davidson had been called away with a sudden- 
ness which was a shock toa great many of them. In him the Society had 
lost a valued and very valuable colleague, whose ripe experience, excellent 
jedgment, and hich common sense were of great use to the Board in 
administering the affairs of the Society. Mr. Davidson had by his personal 
qualities endeared himself to those sitting on that side of the table, as he 
(the Chairman) believed he had to a large circle of friends beyond. He 
be borne in tender recollection by many in 
who were not present. Otherwise the year 1895 

one for the Society. He reminded 
Society's jubilee year, and spoke of the 
progress of the Society from the year 1845, when it was 
founded. He gave the figures of each decade, observing that in 1845 the 
i premiums were £8,201, the fire losses 
to net premiums 123, and the 
cent. Im 1886 the Society insured 
£48,938, the percentage of losses on 
Premiums 417. the mamagement expenses 13 per cent., and 
the reserve fund £130,000. In 1895 they insured £121.500,000, the losses 
£5744, the percentage of losses to annual premiums 40, the percentage of 
expemses of management and commission 27}, and the reserve fund had 
risen to told their own tale of steady, unvarying 
Then as to the accounts of 1895, 
imerease of the balance brought forward of 
premiums for the year of £6,360 as com- 
decrease of interest on investments, 
£193; a decrease of £12 on transfer fees; an increase 
ich was an exceptional case—of £4.077 giving 
£14,086 as between the receipts for 1895 and those for 
the di Side there was a decrease of fire losses of 
of commission of £1.116, a decrease in stamps of £8, 
Metropolitan Fire Brigade” of £58. increase in Income Tax 
prot of £147 and im expenses of management of £1.520, increased 
Gividemds paid im 1295 as against 1294 £2.500. increased bonuses to officers 
and £10.00 was carrie’ to the general 
the year was £56,997. as against £54592 for 1894. or an increase 
The balance-shect gave particulars of the i 
for themselves. He would only add that the cost of those invest- 
and that the value on the 3ist December was £339546, 


; so that the Society was 13 per cont. to the good as re- 
aeomute for thie year. He (the Chairman) cailei attention to the 
been mate beyond the original call 

¢ upon ite reserve fund. With 
lat year the Society bad distribute 2 dividend of 
out at 35 per omt. The Society was now 
me for 1994. but 1995 being the jubile 
might indulge in a little luxury and declare 
would make £1 per share. This would 
LAD which they bah as the result of 
carry over 44997 & next 
opet for bis own part that that, or the 


af ve gr He bad referred the un 
ics had stiended the Holey during 


large, w that A onuypeting 
. With regard w he 
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A tru kurwioige 
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He (the Charan) onih 
many yous A tis 


The Society was also indebted to the staff generally for hearty 
co-operation and good work. It had been the practice of the 

for many years to give a bonus to the officers as an encouragement, a 
he thought a very desirable way of giving encouragement to thog 
who hel the Society to its success. In concluding, he asked th 
shareholders to bear in mind the fact that, though the Society was 
successful, they lived in times when competition was daily increggj 
They could not, therefore, hope to maintain their position unless th 
shareholders gave the Society their aid. If every shareholder wong 
constitute himself a sort of quasi-agent of the Society, and send § 
business, he would be helping the directors and helping himself, jf 
the shareholders sent the Society business, they would be contributing 
to whatever dividend was paid in the future. The board had beg 
considering whether, in pursuance of a practice obtaining in othe 
offices, it might not be desirable to declare interim dividends. He mj 
say that he believed that, subject to any legal difference—which he 
not apprehend existed—if it should be the pleasure of the 

that the Board should declare interim dividends, he thought they coli 
see their way to doing it in the future. 

Lord HosBHousE seconded the motion. He emphasised what the 
Chairman had said about the exceptional character of the 2s. 6d, 
and warned the sharehoiders that they must not build too much uponit 
and must not expect to be receiving half crowns in future years. It gp 
happened that the year of the Society’s jubilee had coincided with a year 
of extraordinary prosperity in the business of the Company, and therefore 
it justified the indulgence in luxury which people were rather inclined tp 
when great anniversaries came round in their existence. But it had 
always been the policy of the any 4 to keep up a large reserve fund. He 
believed that it gave confidence to the public, and it also gave confidence 
to the shareholders that, if they should be called upon to answer a. 
ceptional demands, there was a fund for the purpose without encroaching 
on the ordinary dividend. The fund was accumulated savings upon 
which the Society could draw should any occasion demand it, 
He had always been in favour of giving a moderate dividend 
and accumulating a large reserve fund. The Board had calle 
the half-crown a bonus. It was peculiar of the year, and if it m 
curred they would be lucky. There was every prospect of keeping ups 
high dividend, but whether a bonus would recur or not must be left to the 
fire god, who presided over the doings of fire insurance societies. 

On the motion of the Chairman the retiring directors—Mr. J. P. Tatham, 
Mr. E. L. Rowcliffe, Mr. J. A. Hellard, Mr. G. Rooper, Mr. J. M. Clabon, Mr. 
F. Peake, Mr. Octavius Leefe, Mr. R. W. Tweedie, Mr. Romer William, 
and Mr. Richard Mills, were re-elected. 

The retiring auditors—Mr. J. F. Burton, Mr. J. H. Hortin, Mr. W. 8. 
Neve, and Mr. C. R. R. West, were also re-elected. 

Mr. Ropert CUNLIFFE called the attention of the meeting to th 
question of the remuneration of the directors. In 1889 there were tw 
four directors, when that number was i to thirty, and 
remuneration from £3,000 to £3,500. The premium income was tha 
£121,486, and a dividend was paid at the rate of 35 per cent. This year 
they were paying a dividend with bonus of £1 per share, which equalled 
40 per cent., the premium income was £143,172, They knew thats 
great part of the business of the Society was brought by the direction 
and their friends, and the directors were men of standing in the profession, 
and very busy men, and their time commanded money and attention. 
thought they were hardly sufficiently paid for the work they did, a 
moved “ That the remuneration of the Board of Directors be increased= 
from the 31st December, 1895, from the yearly sum of £3,500 to the 
yearly sum of £4,500, to be divided amongst them as they may agree.” 

Mr. E. W. WILLIAMSON seconded the motion. He spoke of the debtd 
gratitude the shareholders owed to the directors for the pains they tookis 
inistering the affairs of the Society, and also for their conduct of the 
business generally. In saying that he did not forget the Secretary and the 
staff, whose interests were in other hands, and he felt that they would a& 
be forgotten. 

The CHAIRMAN said this had come upon the Board somewhat ss 

ise. They had felt that they were remunerated in a very sati 
way. If it was the feeling of the — that the motion should & 
carried he had nothing further to say, but if the shareholders felt that® 
was a question they would rather consider before dealing with, it mightle 
well to adjourn it to another meeting. 

The motion was carried with acclamation. F 

The CHAIKMAN returned thanks, observing that the endeavour of tH 
Board had been to promote the interests of the Society, and this would ew 
tainly be 4 stimulus to do, if possible, even more in the future than i 


An Eatenortinesy Meeting was then held, and, on the motion of % 
J. ¥. Bortos, Mr. G. E. Steward was elected a director in the room of @ 
late Mr. Davidson. 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman, on the motion of Mr. F. Lau,@ 
tminated the proceedings. e 








Character, says the Bt. James's Gasette, has 
A barristers’ clerks by the death of Mr, Vrancis 
the sAvanced age of eghty-three. He entered the ‘Temple at heme 
fifteen ae junior clerk Ww the late Kerjeant Atkinson, and has rerun 
oA members of the same family ever wince—s 


Ad will be remembered by trequeuiemt 
Dr. tenate aie In his archaic dross and 
ayy out A the 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


‘The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
jocessful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 16th April, 1896. 





, Herbert Johnson, Henry Edward Alexander 
Ashwell, Edward George William Jones, John Eustace 
Austin, Edgar Montague Jones, William Bramwell 

, Gilbert Kemlo, Henry Thomas Stephen 
Barr, Edward Kendrick, Herbert 
Beach, Ellie Hicks Kenward, Frederick Charles 


Betts, John Farrow, B.A. 
Bird, John Payne Edmunds, B.A. 


Killey, James Brown, B.A. 
King, John Charles 


Bird, Oliver Kirby-Turner, Lloyd Caulfield, 
William B.A. 

Bowly, Richard Thomas, B.A Larkin, Thomas Henry 
Hi Hampton, B.A. 


Brown, Ronald Stewart, B.A. 
, Olaude Septimus, B.A. 


Burge, George Stanley, B.A McDiarmid, Arthur Hallam 

Butcher, Douglas McKenzie, Alexander Gordon, B.A. 

(arringten, John Walter Townsend Madge, Wilfrid Henry 

, George William Malan, Francis 
Saar 
g igh, B.A. artin, William Temp! 

a Ernest William Matthews, Basil Septimus, B.A. 
, Henry Edward Ma , Cyril Collingwood, B.A. 
Richard Lawson Mellersh, William Lock, B.A. 

Colley, Reginald Edward Wellesley Merrett, Henry John 

Collins, Bernard Augustus Metcalfe, Frederick Evelyn 

Cook, Reginald Herbert Mole, William Rupert 
, Priestley, B.A. Morrisoa, Alexander 

Oak, ron Ferrand ny = aca 

Cosgrove, George ewey, 

Frank Morris Payne, Henry Arthur, B.A 
Herbert P , Ernest 
Damian, Arthur Pollitt, James Sumner 
Darch, Francis William Poole, Frederick William 
Randall Robert Henry Pomeroy, Henry 
Davis, William Stephen Pridham, John Walter 
Davy, Frederick William, B.A. Ratcliff, William Milner, B.A. 
, Wallace Alfred Reeves, John 
George Ernest Thompson _ Richardson, Percival Blythe 


Richardson, William Henshaw 

Ridley, Gerald Arthur 

Roberts, George Allan Villeneuve 
Russell 


Percival Charles 
Perens, John Johnson Till Roberts, William Lionel Lloyd 
Field, Edwin, B.A. Robinson, Alfred Algernon 
Edmund Robinson, Bertram Langhorne 
Fletcher, John Robert Salisbury, John James 
Robert John Samble, Read 
Foster, Oharles Frederick Sanders, Edgar Christian 
Por, H Sewell, Hubert Woodville, B.A. 
—— a, iene ay 
, Ho 

Fall, Henry Champion Shaw, Alfred 
Furneaux, Claude Henry Shepheard, Harold Beaumont, B.A. 
Gale, John see Sich, Chasien Ostori 

’ ur ter, enry 
Goodier, Oswald Aloysius Smith, Edwin Ernest 
Graveson, Richard John Stenning, Frederick George, B.A. 
Green, Frederick Ernest Stevens, Thomas Joseph 
Gries, Philip Henry Peter, B.A. Stockdale, George 
Guest, Sidney Stuart Sully, Christopher William 
Hadfield, Ernest Tanner, Philip Frank 
Hall, Mharles John Ernest Tarr, Gilbert Cecil 
Hall, Frederick William Thomas, Peroy Oliver 
Hallowes, Charles Arthur Thomas, Robert Chance 
Homnett, Joseph Arthur Thornton, Thomas Gilbert 
fad Walter Ashworth Todd, Oharles William 

Thomas Townroe, Lionel Edmund, B.A. 

Hatiets, Haren bet Ler han, ‘gdward Geattrey 

, Her aug! 
Henriques, Ralph Quixano Vaughan, Thomas 
Hick-on, William Henry Vincent, John Jennings 
Hindle, Frederick Wake, Walter Norman 
Hirsch, Ernest Leonard, B.A. Walters, Frederick Stanley Brewer 
Hirst, John Warburton, John 
Hodgson, Matthew Charles Wateon, Frederick William 
Holland, John Weston, Robert Mortimer 
Howard, Arthur Curtols Williams, John Larden, B.A, 
| mm, Henry Josiah Wincey, Charles Hastie 
Vor-Parry, Alfred Wright, Charles Ernest, B.A. 





Finan Examination 


The following candidates 


—= 


— 


(whose names ure in alphabetival order) were | departmen’ 
rani tthe Final Examination held on the 14th and 15th of April, whether the staff could 


Aked, James William Henry Robert 
Allison, Francis Henry, B.A. Jackson, James Charles 
Atkinson, James, B.A. James, Frederick 
Bailey, Charles Burnley Jesson, Richard Charles 
Baker, Samuel Russell Jones, Rowland Guthrie 
Balsdon, Richard Ernest Cawsey § Kino, Granville Montague 
Battiscombe, Henry James Kyle, George 
Herbert Grimshaw, LL.B. Laing, John 
Biggs, Selwyn Hanam Laurance, Howard 
Bond, Cyril, B.A. Linaker, Henry Nugent 
Bromley, Nathaniel Barrett Warner Lloyd, John 
B.A. Mace, Albert Ernest 
Brown, Frederick Marks, Alfred David Thomas, B.A 
Burton, George William Allat Marriott, Hobson, B.A. 
Buss, Arthur Melsome, 
Alfred Miall, Stephen, Bae, LLB. 
Chessher, Edwin James Mitchell, James 
Clapham, Percival Alfred Moon, Arthur LL.B. 
Clark, Herbert K: Morgan, a ips B.A. 
Clarke, Charles Noel, B.A. 
Claye, Richard Patey, Charles 
Colson, Frederick John Pearman, John Barton, B.A , LL.B. 
Cooke, Douglas Edwin Frank 
Coombs, Edwin Herbert Harold Tindal 
By enry C Plant Gosling 
Davies, Hi 
Dewsbury, Francis, B.A., LL.B. vite Mark 
Dods, Ray, Jobn Ernest 


Dryland, Harold Coster 
Duffell, Tom on os Cari na 
Ellett, Robert illiam Spencer, Spenser, 
Ellis, John titi Stubbs, John Morris 
hen Geen - Thwaites, John Kenneth 
Gauntlett, Francis James Edward Harvey 
Gledhill, Willie Watts, Elias Millward 
Godding, Ernest George Bryant Wilding, 
Gomm, Thomas Wilson, 

Frederick William . Woodyer, Herbert John Charles 


Herron, James Rowan, B.A., 
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saving upon that, and the salary was, besides, subject to revision when a 
vacancy occurred. Whatever might be said as to the defects in the Land 
vy Department, he was satisfied that every effort had been made 
during the last eight or ten years by the Governments to reduce the ex- 
penditure of the office as much as possible.—Mr. Caldwell remarked that 
superior work was done in Scotland by the Deputy Keeper of the Records 
for £600 a year.—Mr. Bryn Roberts (Carnarvonshire, Eifion) took excep- 
tion to the statement of the Attorney-General as to the indisposition of 
solicitors to take advantage of the Land Registry. The idea that there was 
opposition on the = of solicitors to the registry was altogether un- 
founded.—Mr. Lam (Devon, South Molton) regretted that the Govern- 
ment had not reappointed the Committee in connection with this 
department with the object of making the office more worth the money 
upon it. The simplification of our system of land transfer and the 
pan of the cost, of conveying land was a subject of great import- 
ance to all who lived in the country and had to deal with property.—The 
A »y-General said that, in the absence of the leader of the House, he 
could not give a promise that the Committee to which the hon. member 
would be reappointed.—Mr. Tomlinson (Preston) said 
that the conclusion come to by many solicitors was that registration by 
iteelf would go a very little way towards cheapening the transfer of land. 
He did not think that much advantage would result from reappointing 
the same Committee that sat last year. If a fresh Committee were 
appointed, it ought to have a free hand and be allowed to conduct its 
inquiries on a larger scale.-—Mr. J. A. Pease (Northumberland, Tyneside), 
thought this was a matter of the utmost importance to the country, and 
he trusted the leader of the House would give his views on the question of 
reappointing the Committee. After a few remarks from Mr. Lewis (Flint 
Boroughs), Mr. Balfour said that, of course, in the nature of things the 
same Committee could not be appointed, but he thought it was quite 
possible that a Committee could be appointed.—Mr. Lloyd-George said 
that, that matter having been disposed of, he wished to take the House 
back to the original point he raised—namely. reduction of the salary of 
the registrar by £1,000 on the ground that it was excessive, having regard 
to the character of the duties he had to perform and the way in which he 
performed them. The hon. member was still speaking at midnight, when 
the debate stood adjourned. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Court. 
Wednesday, the 29th day of April, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Srrrtine (1895—A.—No. 1,497). 
Jane Arkoll v. The British Broom Co. Limited. 
Hatrssvry, C. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Sir Cuartzs Joun Pzarson, Knt., advocate, Q.0., 
Lord Advocate for Scotland, bas been appointed one of the Senators of 
her Majesty's College of Justice in Scotland, in the room of Lord Ruther- 
furd Clark, resigned. 

Mr. Rozrer Licrp Kenyon. barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Oswestry, in the place of the late Mr. C. W. Williams Wynn. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ssoLvTions. 
Hewnr Roreer Tarvize Atexanper and Arruve Freepertck Harratr 
and Harratt), solicitors, 27, Ely-place, Holborn, London. 
April 13. The eaid Arthur Frederick Harratt will carry on the business, 
under the style of Alexander & Harratt, at 27, Ely-place, aforesaid. 
Hexsser Saxetey and Avruzp Dickey Favixwex (Saxelby & Faulkner), 
solicitors, 7 and 8, Ironcnonger-lane, London. April 19. 
[ Gazette, May 1. 
Hawer Eoucxp Praxxs ond Ausext Evwanp Trwsxe.s (Franks & Tim- 
breil), solicitors, 11, Pancras-lane, London. March 25. The said Hen: 
V4mund Franks will carry on the business at 11, Pancras-lane, aforesa 
Wiis Twice Ets and Davy Gutrrrra Davins (Ellis & Davies), 
Bethesda. April 0. [ Gacette, May 5. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Rucnany Wriissms, late of 15, Denmark-street, Harrow-green, Essex, 
decessed —Exwaxy offered to any person who can produce any pocuments 
or werm dated after 14, relating to Nos. 9 and 11, Denmark-streect, 
Harrow-green, Vasex, of an estate laid out by the Kesex Freehold 
Land Co. (Limtted).— to Messrs. Robins, Son, & Westlake, solici- 
toms, 19 and 2, Postiond devel, Soutbempten 


Re Onarntes Witi1am Harnis, late of 14, Mount Ararat, 
Surrey, deceased.—Any solicitor having in his possession a wit of the 


above deceased, who died on the 20th of March last, is requested to coy. 


MUNICATE With R. R. Nelson, solicitor, Paddington Station, W. 


Joun INGLE.—WANTED, INFORMATION as to property left to the aboy 
about the years 1891 and 1892.—Address, Messrs. Edell & Gordon, goligj. 
tors, 4, King-street, Cheapside, London. 


Dr. Joun Gason, deceased.—The above-named geutleman died at 65, 
Via Babuinv, Rome, Italy, on the 12th of April 1896. Any solicitor who 
may have prepared or have the wit of the deceased, or any other person 
who can give information as to the discovery of such a document, arg 
requested to communicate with us.—Belfrage & Co., solicitors, 35, John. 
street, Bedford-row, London. 


GENERAL. 


Sir Henry Fowler proposes to ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer on 
Monday whether he Ce arrived at a decision as to the application of the 
council of the Incorporated Law Society in respect of the increase of 
duties which has been imposed on them by recent legislation. 


The St. James's Gazette says that hardy annual, the fees of the lay 
officers, blossomed forth in Supply on Friday in last week. But the 
economists are quite helpless. Whether the Attorney and Solicitor. 
General come under one ‘* arrangement ”’ or the other, they always map. 
age to make four or five times as much out of the country as any Cabinet 
Minister. The only chance of really reducing the amounts paid would be 
to let the law officers do any private work they had time for, and pay them 
specially for any special Government business and much more mode 
for their routine duties. At present the Attorney and Solicitor between 
them receive £13,000 for the latter, besides extra fees for any contentious 
business. But why should the law officers be paid more than Cabinet 
Ministers for their purely departmental duties ? 


At the annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society on Wednesday, in 
to the toast of his health, Lord Justice Rigby referred to his con 
with the society in years gone by, and to the usefulness of sucha 
in accustoming young men to think while on their legs. He did not think 
much of what was called oratory in connection with advocacy; at any 
rate, he considered that in the courts in which he had practised a 
would be of no advantage, and might be a disadvantage ; but to be 
to keep a cool head while talking, to be able to present an argument in 
the way in which it would be acceptable to a court did not come without 
a great deal of practice, and the Hardwicke Society, at any rate, enabled 
its members to equip themselves to a certain extent in that faculty, 


In North Carolina last year, says the Central Law Journal, the Repub- 
licans elected some of their judges for the first time in over twenty yean, 
and one of that party was so delighted that when Judge Robison, one of 
the new judges, came to hold court he put on a new suit, including a new 
pair of shoes, and went to the courthouse to ‘‘ see a Republican judge om 
the bench.’? He began at the door, and his shoes went creak, creak, 
creak all the way down till he got near the judge to get a good view and 
feast his eyes on the novel sight. The judge stopped and eyed him, the 

roceedings stopped, all eyes were fixed on the new-comer with the creak 
aes shoes, whose nervousness and the sudden stillness made the 
seem louder than ever. When the owner of the shoes had about 
*; vacant seat, the judge ordered him to “‘ Sit down there, shoes and 








Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s Periodical Sale (No. 570) at the Mat, 
E.C., on Thursday last, comprised, as usual, a large number of Reversionary 
Investments, Life Interests, Life Policies, &c., £10,595 being the total 
realized. The following are some of the principal lots :—Reversion 
£6,931 Metropolitan 3} per cent. Stock, life 59, sold for £4,600; Absolute 
Reversion to One-fifth of about £23,400, sold £1,225; Absolute Reversion 
to One-fourth of about £4,000, life aged 62, sold £445 ; Reversionary Life 
Interest of a gentleman. aged 29, in the income arising from £10,000, sold 
£250; Absolute Reversion to about £275 Railway Stocks, life 76, sd 
£200; Life Interest in £20 per annum, sold £35 ; Lite Interest in £125 pe 
annum, life aged 24, with policy for £2,000; Life Policy for £1,00 i 
Economic, life 48, sold £190; Life Policy for £2,000 in Standard, lite 54, 


sold £450; Life Policy for £500 in Economic, life 73, sold £640; lie — 
Policy for £1,000 in Union, life 62, sold £760. This last result shews@ — 


beyond office surrender value of over 60 per cent. ; 43 per cat 
over being obtained in another case. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora ov Reoiwrnans tw Atrreypanon oO” 











Avrreat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justi 
No. 2. Onirry. Nowra. 

Mr. Rolt Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh 
farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pu 
Varmer Ward 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ms Srreuine. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
sesserscccsreeseeell | Mr, Godf . e 
a Sew ee 
‘Wednesday Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
‘Thursday . Leach Jackson i 
rita Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
on a Leach Jackson i 
Waanine TO INnTENDING House Purcuasrrs AND Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or enone a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
6, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) — — ] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Faipay, May 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep ix CHANCERY. 
Ayowo-Canapran Exptoration Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or befor e June 4 
tosend their names and addresses eae metientans of Saety Se its or claims, to Mr James 
Carse, 10, Norfolk st, Manch Costeker, Darwen, solor to liquidator 
Couwrs Bay Pir Co, Liarrrp—Petn for wit windi », * srennuiel a 18, directed to ae 
heard on May 13. Needham, 10, New inn, or Gatis, Wol verhampton, solor for 
petner. an of pone must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon ‘a 
ten del Lrarrep—Creditors are required. on or before June 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or , to Arthur Edwin 
Woodington, 5, Philpot lane. anderpump & Son, 13, Gray’s inn sq, solors for liqui- 
4 


lators 

=. Brotruers & Co, Luarrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 12, to 
their names and ad es, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Hole, 

ny tame Halu rd, Manchester. Simpson, Sheffield, solor to liquidator 
eyed ace peng Co, Lim1tep—Petna for winding up. presented April 
> -* 7 13. J. 2 os _——— 90, Se pan my oh 
5 gala otice o' gts = reach the above-named not later than 6 
Sao in the afternoon of May 
on or before June 1, to 


Parsst Puate Srevcturs, Co, "i naven—Cnaitte required, on 
send their names and addr -sses, an "of th their d debts or claims, to Joseph’ H. 
Bayley, 3, Clarence st, Manchester. ide, Manchester, solor to liquidator 

Paopewtia, Deposit Banx, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 28, directed 
tobe heard on May 18. Gibson & Co, 55, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for . Notice 


of appearing must the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


May 12 
Watxer & Carver, Lusiten—Creditors are required, on or before 1. a to oy their 
names and , and particulars of their debts or claims, to W. 13, Spring 

. Sutton & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


eye Hawn or Frrenpsurp Lopes Sick anp Fungrat Farenpy Soctety, Bethesda 
School, Chapel st, Pendleton, Manchester April 29 


London Gazetite.—Turspay, May 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep mv CHANOERY. 
Ganvens, Souruport, Co, nye Page = are required, on or before June 11, to 
their names and dresses, an: the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
Henry Crane, 211, Lord ‘st, rye a Parr & Co, Southport, solors for the 


motay & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 30, directed to be 
May 13. "Thomson & Co, West st, Finsbury circus, solors for the petner. 
- tapering must reach the ubove-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 








Ley 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Frivay, April 17. 
Beckett, Joun Epwakrp, Clifton hill, St John’s Wood, Clerk. May 20. Simpson v 
Beckett, North, J. Blythe, Craven st, Strand 

London Gazette.—Turspay, April 21. 
Mussett, Arruur, Eastleigh, Hants, Farmer. May 15. Snelgar v Mussell, Chitty, J. 
Whitehead, Salisbury 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 24. 
Furcuer, Witusam Heyry, Portsmouth, Milk Merchant. June 1. Guy v Guy, Stir- 
ling, J. Short, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Morris, Toomas, Wycom laeotein, Farmer. Mayi9. Atterv Morris, Chitty, J. 
Wyche, jun, Stamf 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspar, April 28. 
Benuanm, Susan Powe, Brighton June5 Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 
Brirp, Mary Cowsn, Plymouth June 24 Fripp, Plymouth 
Brizgxey, James, Southport, Brewer Juneé Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
Brown, Isane., Everton May 31 Thompson, Liverpool 
Cameron, Grecor Stuart, Bridgend, Draper ;May 20 Stockwood, Bridgend 
Curvers, James, Hornton st, Kensington May 23 Thairlwall, New sq 
Cees, Freperickx, Houghton, Huntingdon, Farmer Junel Cranfield & Wheeler, St 
ves 


Cote, Hannan, Westcott Barton, Oxford, Grocer June 11 Mace, Chipping Norton 

Corpy, E:zanor Brows, Felixstowe, Suffolk May 30 Cordy, Felixstowe 

Cramp, Ropert be a pe Whitechapel, Wine Manufacturer June 10 T & F P Badde- 
ley, Leadenhall st 

Dickson, Mania Tueresa, Nottingham pl, Regent’s Park June 24 Gush & Co, Finsbury 
circus 


Drxoy, Isaac, Liverpool June6é Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 
Ferris, Many Avy, Bermondsey June1 Robinson, Philpot lane 

Gorvoy, Jura Euriy, St John’s Wood rd May 31 Nicholl &Co, Howard st, Strand 
Capen, ew Kintocs, Headingley, Leeds, Bank Manager May 26 Lupton & Faweett, 


Hinp, Beysamix Warts, Nottingham June22 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Lirrie, James, Chester May 30 Caldecott, Chester 

Lone, Wit1am, Devizes, Wilts, Corn Merchant May 23 Norris & Hancock, Devizes 
men Janz, Leamington Spa, Warwick June 9 Overell & Son, Leamington 
Mities, Wiii1aM Beay, Ramsgate, Kent May 31 Broad & Riggall, Watford, Herts 
ey Awywne, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park June 1 Withers & Withers, Arundel 
Ports, Lean, Bayswster Junel Pooley, Sloane st 

RapHak., Cuaries, West Hampstead May 23 Styer, Threadneedle st 

Ricuarpson, Cuartorre, Worcester May 31 Edge & Ellison, Birmingham 
Rusixsreix, Davin, Gresham st, Doctor May 25 Hicklin & Co, Southwark 

Sepewick, Exizasets, East Retford, Notts Juneé Mee & Co, Retford 








Goutal tobe beard on May 15. Clapham & Oo 1s, Devomsie te, Uohoreenttedan nS aR ame i - wre . an eee ae 
on A 5, vons! ors Tyne 
, A pepe > a of appearing must reach the shove caitied not later than 6 Guatas, Tuouss, Ne — Ph vad as ame 
00 O: 12 beck. May Hodding orksop 
W. Basrenr & Co, lacun—tee for winding up, presented May 1, directed be heard on pamepename-tts err = = 
=. Abrahams & Co, 8, Old Jewry, solors y 3 ers, Notice of appearing must | Sway, Josepn, Newlyn East, Cornwall, Farmer May 25 Chilcott & Sons, Truro 
ggg ieee ark cca pgm i | Toox, Jos, Walsall, Li 4 Victualler Junexs 3B Walsall 
Crow, Tomrura Sick axp Buriat Society, 34, Overbury st, Edge Hill, Liverpool. Wa ron, Groner, Skipton, York JuneS Betteley, Finsbury circus 
Goon Invention Lovo or Free Garpeners Fareno.y Sociaty, Old Dun Cow Inn, ‘Wacneuaees, Seam B sips = ” 
Gosty Hill, Halesowen, Staffs. April 29 Warp, Tuomas, East Retford, Notts June6é Mee & Co, Retford 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Dawes, Sous cpm, York, Labourer York Pet April | eer Ce Ream, Slater Nottingham Pet 
London Gasette-—Frivay, May 1. Evetyy, Epwarp Suse, Esher, Surrey Kingston, Surrey | Layer, Farpearcx ~All and Heamaxy Orro pcan, 
Ewins, Faxpericx, , Accountant Bristol Pet April 29 
ae” sane wa tenm oe F. = — 7 in tf Decorator Brentford me et 16 Ord April 27 _ 
, Bren 
Axvmson, Taouas, K Kendal, Westmrld, Plasterer Kendal “Pet April 7 Ord. _ Monnis: EB, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet April! 


keeper Pembroke Dock Pet April27 Ord Apvil 7 


Barus, Thoms Brighton, Sad: 
8 ‘April 27 
Barreux, Witttam, Berens rd, Kensal Green, Builder High 
B Pet A 28 Ord April 28 
um, Eowix, Hemsworth, Yorks, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet April 28 Ord April 48 
Benny, aRD, St Say ry Greengrocer Liver- 


Buverr, HN, 
April 28 


Fisuer, James, 


Dupuar, spapamox, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds 


A 
— ARD, Hardeworth, Staffs Birmingham Pet | Jones, Henny Wriuiam, Longton 


Ord A: Stoke upon Trent tg 
mas Gated areman Neweastle Jo, Sane Auranp, Ni 


Onan tHe Pet Apri 33 ier 3 





Konzn 
Fet Aged a5 "bed April 38 
Coors; AMRA, Bayar, Solicitor High Court Pet | Kinpy, Renee Winn 


a 
= Fiscna, , = WILuiaM, pe yee st, Merchant 
Batan, JauneSrewnas enoy, Narberth, Pembrokes, Ion- High Court Pet 2 Ord 
dier’ Brighton Pet April Court Pet April $8. Ord April 38 nt onl ALrano Geos, Toma Bad, 
er ghton Pet Apri 10H0! 
' Franxui, Arraur Eanrst, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler Plumber Pet Age 8 Gee a Apeil 38 
High Court Pet March 10 Ord April 27 re One 
Hurwooo, Wititas Joun, Welverbampton, 4 Acvountant ham ~ > Moa 


ewport, Mon Pet 2 
Lincs, Oalf Dealer Boston Jouns, 8 BAMURL oe ee ee ete sine, Grower Newport | w TRY 5, Ape os 


Kingston upon Hull yg Bere 


1 Ord April 27 Fowens, Spon, 


Honosox, Joarrn Hannar, Wakefield, Hosier Wakefield hin Saeee Dartington, Labourer Stockton on Tees 


Ord Aj Pe ae ‘8 Ord n 

~ SAA High Court Pet March 10 Ord Howto, "owen, Carnarvon, Banger Ruy, Grorek Wreuuax, W 

Husseut, Tuomas, Port Talbot, Glam, Builder Neath aketield 
Pet April 38 April 38 


Staffs, 
2 Ord April 27 
pee & Store Dealer | srunns, Wiam, N 





pda | es Nt ea tT 
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Wagener, Sow | Hows, Bi Birming- : ; s | He 
Sener |-are | eR 
April = EY, WARD, 
ing Contractors 27 Ord April 27 Po Mach 16 Ot Marl ts High Cou 


April 28 
is yo a Dette, Confectioner Bradford 
Waren, James fenton, , MEER Wilts, Carpenter 
Bath Pet April 29 Ord April ™ 
brig a , Butcher Cardiff Pet April 27 Ord 


Weaton, Eswest Cuarces, Boot Dealer Bir- 
Pet April 33 Ord April’ 
wy ef 8 Crarx, Lambeth High Court 


Stonehouse, Painter Plymouth 
April 29 
Amended notice substituted =. 2 ublished in the 

London Gazette of 24: 
Martm, Wittiam Henry Powett, Truro, Merchant 

Truro Pet Feb 22 Ord March 20 

agus | ~~  — rn 
London Gazette of April 24 
Hanon, Faepgricx Ciarxsoy, Bowes Park, Commercial 
Traveller Edmonton Pet March 27 Ord April 20 


Woopwet., Epwarp 
Pet April 28 Ord 

Yeomans, Samvet. 
Pet April 29 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Averix, Wits.14mu, Whitchurch, Salop, Schoolmaster May 
22 at 10.45 Hotel, Crewe 
Grorer, Audlem, Nantwich, Accountant May 22 
at 11 1 Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Buipr, mess, Seen, Seedquine May 11 at 2.30 
Three enent mal 


—= 
Cartrett, Ha oi Schoolmaster May 21 
at 10.45 Wright B Westhead 8t Martin’s pl, Stafford 
Coeoeey, ome Jouyn a Se we Sey Baker May 8 at 12 
Corxry, Wriutin F Frepenics, Fenchurch st, Builder May 
Satill Bankruptcy bl Carey st 
Davies, Dare Ystrad Rhondda, Glam May8ati12 65, 
Merthyr 
Dawsox, Joux James, York, Labourer May 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Det, Ricuarp, Kendal, Westmrid, Draper May & at 
3.30 Grosvenor Hi Stramongate, 
— Warwick, Wandsworth, Surrey, Oilman May 
11 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 
Wruu1am Beart, Swindon, Wilts May 13 at 11 Off 
Cricklade Suinion 


st, 
Gaze, Waiter James, Mundesley, Norfolk, Builder May 
9 at 12 st. Norwich 


Off Ree, 8, King st. 
ALL, naan, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker May 
llat3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Garin, Witi1am, Canford Dorset, Builder May 
8 at 3.30 Antel: Hotel, 
a ak ae o = Bre bye Merchant May 
Ogden’s Manchester 
, Huser, Alstonefield, Staffs, Farmer May 8 at 11 


Off Ree, 40, 8t Mary’s 
, FREDERICK uT's gate, Derby pk, Wood Green, 
Traveller May 9 at 11 Off Rec, 95, 


Hartrw — = Ghieniex Campien, Glos, Grocer 
BLL, WILLIAM. 
May 8 at 12 (~ Office, Oxford 
mw, JosernH Hanevr. Wakefield, Hosier May 8 at 11 


ter, W: 
Hymuax, Jous, Bl i Rag Merchant May 8 at 11 
ne Sane 
ee my Ss om, cee, Sater MayS8atill Off 
Church walk, Nottingham 
dare, Bs og: x, Norbury om, 2 os RB at 10.30 


ma & Westhes aan omny Yor! Wool 
Merchant May 11 at 11 Off Ree, 31, ie wee, 


Tallor’s Gutter May 13 st 12° Of ‘Rec, Bank chnbrs, 
Mors, Foxons, Kings 1 ~~ —~ mead May 9 
at 12.30 Ree, 8, at, Ni 
Nonpon, Wiss adders, Tantooner May 8 at 3 
Siccers, ALrezp. ord, Eesex, 


, Commercial Traveller 
May Sat 3 Off 95, Temple chambers, Temple 
avenue 

Tuorocoop, Water Samvet, and Jou» Brewer, Oxford 
Shopfitters May 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
m, Market Lines, Garden Labourer 

May 11 at 3 Of He, St livers, Lincoln 
Watsseno, T: wos Furniture Dealer May 
12 at 11.20 A. 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Tuomas, and Pamir Epuusp War Bow, E, 
ae May 8 at 2.20 "Reakoegtay 
Simzox, Bradf ¥ Confectioner Ma: 
2 at 13, Off Bee, 3, Manor row, Brod , 


ord 
Yrouaxs, Hzxeeet, Canon Hereford, Farmer 
13 at 2.20 @ Ota ot, Hertort _ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
rpm! Leeds Pet April 27 Ord 


estmoriand, Plasterer 


Foote w 
ae Se ee a Ord 


—-_ & 114M, Jnr, Cheltenham, Chemist Cheltenham 
Ord April 


Bacn Bon Be , Yorks, Parmer Wakefield Pet 
iw ’ 
Apri 4 ‘Ord 

+ Bicuazp, &t Helens, Lancs, Greengrocer Liver- 


CureTHam, THomas, ee Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet April 28 April 28 
Cogs, Tuomas, Ni Glam Neath Pet March 30 Ord 


Exhibition Manager _ Bir- 

Ord April 24 

Creasey, Rosert, feaford. an Coe Dealer Boston 
Pet April 28 Gok Spt 

Dawson, Joun James, York, Labourer York Pet April 
27 Ord A; 


7 

Haamer, Jonn, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
Feb8 Ord April 24 

my Rovent, Carnarvon, General Dealer Bangor 

Sean? JOSEPH Hannan. Wakefield, Hosier Wakefield 
Pet April 28 Ord A 


28 
ey Tuomas, Port a Glam, Builder Neath 
28 


Pet April 

Jongs, SaMuEL Bran, 3 ewbridge, Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Jonzs, Henry Wiiuiam, Longton, 8 
Stoke upon Trent Pet April , *. ont ‘april 27 

Lampert, WiLuiam, Ni ham, Slater Nottingham Pet 
A Ord April 27 


DOLPH, and Heamann Orro Lance, 
Liverpool Pet April 29 Ord 


Cox, Epwakrp, Bi 
i Pet A 


Lanes, Frepericx 
— ; eloaaam 
Mitwarp, | gy Lage H, Harborne, Staffs, Builder 
ham April 8 "Ord April 24 P 
DERT eo All Saints, Lincs, Barber 
Pet April 27 Ord & 1 a7 
id parade, Crouch End, 
Pet April 28 Ord April 29 
Pgervess, cuca” , Mn 4, |) , Gas Fitter 
Brighton Pet April 24 Ord April 27 
Powet, Evan, Crumlin, Mon Newport, Mon Pet April 
23 Ord April 23 


Raw, James, i , Labourer Stockton on Tees Pet 

April 28 Ord April 28 

Rosrxsox, NaTsanret, Earl’s Colne, Essex, Bootmaker 
Colchester Pet March 16 Ord April 28 

— Wiiu1am, St James’ End, Northamptons, Fish 


Newton, 
Boston 


NicHo.is, ALFRED ones Se 
Plumber 


esman Northampton Pet April28 Ord April 28 
— aaa Gerarnce, Farnley, Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Ord April 27 


trae + 7% Ponte Ss Tea Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet April 28 Ord A 
aes Watters Be andy Tet Joun hag sn Newman 
aon _ nae ot. Shop Fitters High Co Pet March 16 
Wacsrarr, Sie Let, Pope’s Farm, South Mims, Far- 
mer Barnet Pet March 16 Ord April 25 
Lines, Garden Labourer 
Agent Pet Apri Sond April 28 
WEINBERG, Tow as, South nbd Furniture 


eon Tyne Pet April 10 Ord 
Wetcs, Eexest Cues, Birmingham, Boot Dealer Bir- 
mingham Pet April 28 Ord April 
Wauire, Tuomas, and Partie Epuuxp Wuirt, Bow, Build- 
ing Contractors i Pet i 28 Ord 


ing 
April 28 
Witxrnsow, Stason, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford Pet 
April 28 April 28 ; 
Te — Collier Cardiff Pet 
Wiisnere, James m, nr Trowbridge, 
ter Bath Pet April 29 cape 29 
beter ~ 2° a, ae, Butcher Car Pet April 27 
Yzomans, Teer peau, Painter Plymouth 
Pet April 28 Ord A) 
nr Bridgend, Glam, Farmer 


Yorworrs, Davin 
Cardiff Pet Feb 22 Ord April 28 


Amended notice any meer A | ree in the 
Carr, Samvet Ropeart, 9 | Ghee , — Baus, 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 
22 Ord April 22 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Frowp, James Jznwines, High Barnet, Herts, Clothier 
Barnet Adjud Dec 11, 1895 Perel atl ee, tess 


Wit.iams, Joseru, 
6 


Broox, Jzserz Lovisa, Mutley, Devon, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
sani OMe” , Engine Driver Coventry Pet May 
eee i bury Shrewsbury Pet May 2 
Ord May 2 
Dow ea) - Lanes, Farmer Wigan Pet 
Epuouwps, James CHARLES,  Soaamgten, Builder South- 
Pet Ma: May 1 
eae xr Wandsworth Pet 
Builder High Court Pet April 


vale, yee B 178 ’ foo lane, Commission Agent 
Pet Aprili0 Ord May 


Granan roe yay Hotel Manager 
Gusprr, Guanvorts, Bal Ui i “Fumese , Ulver- 











ston 
Haw, Wius14M x Roses, , Hale, Xo orks, Greengrocer 


Hascoox, Wise OSEPH, Seiten, Tene, Machine 
Fitter Basford Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
», Durham, Chainmaker Durham 





Inns. Atrrep Gairritus, Hereford, Librarian Herefon 

Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Jounson, Joun Harry, Bi Sewing Maching 
Pet 


Birmingham, 
Jeune ean’ ool Ruabon, Den! Denbigh Joiver : ‘ona road ~ 


30 
Krex, Tom, Heal a o_o Agent Not. 


Lane Jou, Senkport, Timber Ora agri 9 Stockport Pet 


i, Iaortens Newest on Tyne Newcastle on Tyne 
Pork, hand Elon, ‘Taunton, Saddler Barnstaple Pe 


May2 Ord Ma: 
Rupp, Tuomas, _ ~ Lanes, Fancy Dealer Wan 
igh Court Pet April g 


a oe a Ww A) 30 0 Ord A ril 30 
AVORY est pstead 
Ord’ A: 
—. iagton, Berks, Butcher Reading Pet 
Scorr, ard East, Barnet, Herts, Machine Agent 
& JB, Goan st, Paper Agent High Court 
HAW, Paper 
April 10 aa be 
a ~~ Henry, pee ph Yorks, Grocer Sheffidd 
30 
ramen, CHARLES, Wateall Walsall Pet May1 On 
bas Tauro, & Co, ao, Rages t ms Auctioneers High Court 


March 4 


pril 
Wiaecins, Henry, Twyford, Berks Readi: Pet A 
Wey wyford, ng pril 30 


Wrsgana'? Epwakrp, and Cuaries WILi14qs, 8 
remy Decorators High Court Pet April 30 30 Od 
30 
Wenn, Joun, and Epwarp Percivau Wootes, De 
orks, Corn Millers Dewsbury Pet May 1 


Sawyer, Jo 
March 


May 1 
Yares, aati Blackpool, Lodging House Keeper Preston 
Pet May 1’ Ord May i 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of 24 :— 


Hampson, WILtIaM, —, ye Commercial Clerk 


Salford Pet April 22 Ord April 22 
Gopparp, SS Ches, Coal Dealer Stockport 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baxer, James Stewart Percy, Narberth, Pemb Tno- 
May 15 at 3.30 Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


Doe 
Bagser, Joun, Walsall, Grocer May 13 at 11.30 Off Reo, 
Waisall ' : 


Raum, Epowix, Hemswo Yorks, Farmer May 12atll 
Off Rec, 6, Bond Ter, efield 

Brancai Hewat, Birmingham. Ms Manufacturer May léatil 
23, row, —_ 

CaTTERson, re Rabe ar Lh Yorks May ®at3 
Off esborough 


a+ coy Gateshead, Hardwareman May 18st 

11.30 ina Gataben ln, Newcastle on Tyne 
CHRISTIAN, ——- Funye.t, Southampton row, Bloom 
Bankruptcy 


bury, Pen Manufacturer May 12 at 2.30 


Carey st 
Coox, Georcz WILu14m, reg upon Hull, Sailmaker 
May 18 at 11 Off Rec. Trinity House In In, Hull 
Creasey, Roseet, Sleaford aS a Dealer May list 
12.30 Off Ree, 48, 
Dosson, Georee Mason, iverpoo, Ms —_ ae May 
13 at 12 Off Ree, 35, V: st, regen 


Dove.as, Josera ee, See Buildings, Old 
Broad st May 15 at 11 ankruptoy bidgs, Carr 

es Aurgep, Upholland. a Wi ‘armer May list 
10.45 Court oo igan 

Dumaresq, meee Torquay May 12 at 11 Bankruptcy 

Epwanrps, Worcester, Builder May 13 atll %, 
Colmore row, 


—-_ Faspenice, ,, Buotol, Acoountant Accountant May 13 at 12.00 
8, 


Secatemitn oo Brentford, Ml May 18 at 8 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Tem le avenue 
avenue, Shipowner May i2at 


y bidgs, Carey st 
Faayxury, AnTaurs r, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler 
May 13 at 2.30 Beskraptey bldgs, Carey st 


Gooneme, Fe Oe eat pl Biockpet at 10 


mt... Wim Revsen, Sate 

May 13at11 Off Rec, SS ation 

Hampsoy, WILLIAM aeiicra: ‘Lanse Clerk ny caters te 
chm! rs, ridge st, 


Hang, Funct, Gougve Jo May sat 11 Bankruptey 
Hintox, Samvg. Joseru, Gloucester, Grocer May 12 # 
Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 


Fisuer, James, F 
2.30 


11.15 
Jenne Brag, Ruabon, Pendighshies, Joiner May 2 # 
1.15 The Priory, W: : 
Lao Paspnuic AvrHoys' sta Haven May lb 
45 perance Half Demboche Dock Z 
a b ac Jouy, Faversham, Kent, buker May 
at 5.30 Guildhall, 


Mitwaxp, Tuomas Bramwicn, borne, Staffs, Builder 
11 23, Colmore row 


May 16 at 11 , Birming’ 
Monnaie. BB, Queen Victoria st” May 13 at 12 Bask 
ruptoy bldgs, Carey st 


a Ma rye of Rec, 48, High'st, Beston Ber 
re by A.ruep Geonar, Peni tig Plumber May 
12 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Oramenaw, | Gzonox Hawpe., Blackburn, Chemist May 
18 at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 


a 
aE 


; 





pigtgtelptgtgieeziaial 


space 


iz 


gf 
aE) @ 


LIT 


Wick (see 








art Pet 


h Court 
April 30 
cwell 
Ord 
ewsb 
1 0 


in the 
l Clerk 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


(Vol. 40.] 487 








May 9, 1896. 
— 


, sng Ta weal Denbighshire May 12 at 11 


Priory, W: 
aes Cumerornse, ong m, Coachman May 13 
donng Sewaide § eas Mana Ma 
44 Horace, Coventry s ea ager y 
sate at 2.30 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 
SamuttTo, Rosenrt Graince, Farnley, Leeds, Farmer May 
Ot Waser, Ormubich, Votuinery ® 
o pevect ILSON, irk, Veterinary Surgeon 
sons, 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Wusuere, James Epwarp, Semington, Wilts, Carpenter 
May 13at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Wauror, Laxe, Cardiff, Butcher May l4atil Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Busgnous®> Ayniz, Wistow, nr Selby, Yorks York Pet 
Feb19 Ord May 


1 
on. Bughton. Saddler Brighton Pet April 
nm Ord A ‘April 30 ’ 


l. JE, Virginia Water Kingston, Surrey Pet March 
2 Ord Ma: 
men, - ESSIE Tce, Me Mutley, Devons, Butcher Plymouth 
1 
eaters, ag Millon, Cumbria Ulverston Pet Feb7 
Ord April 28 


Ap 
Cow, ms BRE Rugby, Engine Driver Coventry Pet May 
y 
rt peste, Sy TM Lanes, Farmer Wigan Pet 


A 

ates, 9: J a. Cuanas engin, Builder South- 
ampton Pet my 43 May 

Bowanrps, ageees, ‘alcon rd, Batterson, Tailor Wands- 
worth Pet May1 Ord May 1 

iene, JOSEPH, a, Decorator Brentford 


Pet April 27 Ord ah 3 
Fou, W, Plaistow, Builder High Court Pet April 11 Ord 


May 1 
ae, Jouy, Folkestone, Corn Factor Canterbury Pet 
April7 Ord April 28 


P 

Faaxxuix, Anrour Ernxst, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet March 10 Ord April 30 

Geanam, Rosert Jonysoy, Hartlepool, Hotel Manager 
Sunderland Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Guxpry, Cuarntotre, Dalton in Furness, Grocer Ulvers- 

fue Wate R meando A hl Yorks, Greengroce: 
uu, Witt1am Revusen, Keig! ley, or! r 
Bradford Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Hanowp, Freperick CLARKSON, Wood Green, Commercial 

Traveller Edmonton Pet March 23 Ord April 29 

Henaixc, James Herpert, and Frepericx Sew 1, Clap- 

ham Junction, ya Dealers Wandsworth Pet 


Tomas be oa ‘Durham, Chainmaker Durham 
May1 Ord Ma as 

Howes, Witi1am, Sandhutton, nr es Joiner Northal- 
lerton Pet April 29 May 

Ivss, ALFRED GRIFFITHS, aes Librarian Hereford 
Pet April 30 Ord April 80 

Jouxstox, Tuomas, Merton, Sacer, Cycle Maker High 
Court Pet March20 Ord May1 

Joxzs, Evan, Ruabon, Denbighshire, Joiner Wrexham 
Pet April 30 Ord Apiil 30 

Kusy, Heasent Wi.114m, Beverley, Yorks, Printer Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet April 13 Ord May 1 

Layxes, Freperick Witi1am, and Cuaries Srrron Mac- 
Kenzie Toms, Gresham st High Court Pet March 30 


yl 

Lyxx, —, Newcastle on Tyne Newcastle on Tyne 

Pet May1 Ord May 1 
, Euity Kare, er ee Dressmaker Notting- 

ham Pet April 27 Ord May 

Porg, James, Exford, nr Geanten, ‘Saddler Barnstaple Pet 
May1 Ord May 2 

Rupp, Tuomas, Earlestown, Lancs, , Neney Dealer Warring- 
ton Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Saw, Jamzs Brown, Godliman st, Paper Agent High 

Pet April10 Ord May 1 

Saaw, Gzornce Wi.u1am, Cleethorpes, aioe Bookseller 
at Grimeby Pet March 13 Ord April 29 

Sxowpex, Henry, Kiveton Park, York, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Cees, CuaRies, Walsall Walsall Pet May 1 Ord 

y: 


bey ean. , Twyford, Berks Reading Pet April 30 


Wuuians, Epwarp, and Cuaries Epwarp Jouy esas, 
well rd, rd Mey a Decorators High Co 
Pet April 30 Ord 

Woopwett, Epwarp Hany Cuark, Lambeth, Surrey 

ma te Blackpool od of» anh, 
LEN. ouse Keeper ton 

Pet May 1’ Ord — - 
Amended notice = for that penenes in the 
London Gazette of April 24 
Hayrsox, Witxiam, Salford, Lancs, Clerk Salford Pet 
April 20 Ord April 22 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 18.—Messrs. Exuis & Sox, at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold Mansion, known as ‘* Chesfleld,” surrounded by six 
acres of ground sloping to the river "Thames at Hampton 
‘os (see advertisement this week on p. 5). 


3 and 14.—Messrs, 2 Bae Fox & Bovusria.p, at the 
at had — Shops in the best districts 
pal towns of the South-Eastern 
Leasehold Shops and Premises (see adver- 
cua April t 18, p. 8). 
May i, —Mesars. Cursteraton & Sows, at the Mart, at 2, 
id Residential and Business Premises, and a 
ed House at Kensington, also a villa at Chis- 
Wick (see advertisement, April 25, p. 4). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLrorroRs’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
53 6d. 


MAPLE & co |e 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP OFFICES 
Board Rooms, and 


for 
Committee Rooms 


OFFICES ae 
BANKS wae 
BOARD 

ROOMS SS 
FIRST 
CLASS 

















& 








i 


4 

















good materials 
and workmanship. 
Estimates free. 





FURNITURE 








Tottenham Court-road, London, W. ; 
LONDON INTER. LAWS & LL.B. 


EXAMINATIONS. 
Aniversity CorrespondenceCollege 


Specially Prepared Courses of Lessons. 


Students are prepared for these Examinations by a 
London LL.D., a was University Law Exhibitioner, 
and first in First-class Honours in Jurisprudence and 
Roman Law. 

Ga At Inter. Laws, LL.B., and LL.D., 1896, 
17 University Correspondence College 
Students Passed, with 9 
Honours and the Gold edal. at 
LL.D. 

Prospectus and full particulars may be had, post-free, 
on application to— 

Tux Srorerary (Univ. Corr. Coll. London Office), 
82, Red Lion-square, Holborn, W.C. 








-EDE AND SOF, 
ROBE 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Corporation of London &o. 


T 
0 Her eaial poration of London, 
ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
ry yg 
Law W and Go 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation obes,  Catreratipent Olergy Gowns. 


Town 





94, OHANOERY LAD LANE, ‘LONDON. 


ALINGTON HOUSE, PARK LANE. 
A. LUMLEY & CO., of Lumley House, 


fed Altngten to edbuct te POBLIG AUCTION, at the 
rk TUES 


sll pa pepe Fe | 


ie 
LH 





a 
nip 
erie 
F 
e 
a8 
i 
Ih 
if 


i 
a 
i 


(i 
tt 
fe 


rs 
5 
Hint 


if 
il 

Pas 
fi 
Hf 


a. L 
with lofts and numerous living roms over. 
tnespre ats ow grond rs and nly posal 
gene es? y possession will 

given. 


Strand, 
view, of the A’ J. 
ames’s-street (one door from Jermyn-street), 8 





PRELIMINARY ANNOUNCEMENT. 


In the most charming of Norfolk, about 4 miles from 
Swaffham and from Holme Hale Stations on the 
Great Eastern way, and 90 miles from 
situated in the of Pickenham, North 
the-Hill, Holme Hale, ya | 
desirable, ive, and well-known : 
Residential known as Pic’ occupying 
a delightful si in the midst of an extensive and 
well-timbered . The estate, which lies within a ring 
fence, compri an area of about 5,308 acres, and is 
a ap bslngs, Sc, "The manson, which is dolight- 
lan mansion, 
fully situated, of structure, and planned for the 

a nobleman or gentleman of fortune, 


Last year’s from 5,000 to 6,000 head 
of game over 2,500 onl suo hecpem tees 
kept. Capital hunting with est Ni Fox- 


4 received 

AUCTION, at the MART, 

E.C., in JUNE or JULY, 1896 (unless previously sold by 
treaty 


private 

can be of the Solicitors, Messrs. Keith, Blake, 
& Co., The , Norwich ; or of the Auctioneers, J. A. 
Lumley & Co., ley House, 34, St. James’s-street, 





RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISES by the * yy 3,877 
, and “GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 
leaving as under :— 
For NORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE (for Mid- 


t 
10th June, for 38 days. 


For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
23rd Juns, for 21 days, 
lith Juxy, for 15 days. 


For NORWAY FI VADSO a Solar Eclipse), 
— 


For COPENHAGEN, Spee aoa + ~<eeee 
KIEL, the BALTIC CANAL, &e. 
25th Aveusr, for 28 days. 


String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 





For 
nn Pat Sas Genanl One 16, Cock- 
spur-street, London, 8.W. 








Li Sea 


i 
* 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1896. 
MESSRS. 


ae: TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 


eg meng beg ESTATES, sane 
and other Properties will be 


held at the AUCTION MART, Seleubonso-pasd, near 


the Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, May 12 Tuesday, July 21 
Monday, May 18 Tuesday, July 28 
Tuesday, May 19 Tuesday, August 4 
Wednesday, May 20 Tuesday, August 11 
Tuesday, June 2 Tuesday, August 18 
Tuesday, June 9 | Tuesday, October 6 
Tuesday, June 16 | lay, October 
Tuesday, June 23 Tuesday, November 3 
Tuesday, June 30 Tuesday, November 17 
Tuesday, July7 ~ Tuesday, December 1 
Tuesday, July 14 





By arrangement, auctions can also be held on other 

ee, & ee cocumiy. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 

Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 

for Probate and other ee = one ee 
enine eek, Timber he 


DETAILED LISTS oF a. et 


Sporting Quarters, 
to be Let or Sold ven hw —o 
te tid ons aod oa be obtained of "of Messrs. 


Tendon EC. Tele: 





order of Executors.—Important 

Fiche eee Se and 12 Sets 

leases or agreements, the 

y tenancies, with the excep- 

estimated rental value of £160, 

‘Gaaewaee. . rent roll is nearly £2,000 
p & anpum.—Mesers. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 
will SE es the following valuable FREEHOLD PROPER- 


TIES () wd tax redeemed, and tithe free), at the MART, 
on MOX ‘Day, MAY 18, at TWO, in Twenty-four Lots, 


as follows - 

Lot. Premises. Rentals. 
1. No. 19... Lansdowne-road, lease for 21 years ... £103 3 
2. No. 47, Ciarendon-road,leasefor7years .. 0 
3. No. 49, Clarendon-road, yearly tenancy . 0 0 
4. No. 51, Clarendon-road, to for5 years ... 70 0 
5. No. 53,+ [vane meeeee g aed a years ... 6710 
6. No. 55,( Yarendon-road, lease for7 years. 70 0 
7. No. 57, C. ‘erendon-road, lease forl4 years .. 70 0 
8. No. 61, Cl wendon-road, with possession a a an 
9. No. 63, Ci: Tendon-road, lately leased at a we 
10. No. @&, Cla "mdon-road, lease for 5 years 75 0 
1L. No, 46, Glar *ndon-road, in in hand, estimated at 8 1 
12. No. 1, Clare yeh ro mere ; ». woes 
13. No. 2,Ciaren Son-place, quarterly . BO 
14. No. 50, Porth eni-cend, 9 yous’ agreement oo ane 
15. No. 52, Portia 24-road, quarterly 42 0 
16. Nos. 113, 115,: wd 117, — yearly 

and week) 113 4 

17. Nos. 3, 5, a St. John’s-pllace, lease for 21 

years 4 0 
18. Sos. 145 and 14 7, Portland-road, lease for 21 


itd 


1%. Nos. 118 nt 12% ‘even), Portland-road, lease 
for Z1 1m 0 

m. Son 148 and 150, “Po, tand-road, lease and 
weekly 


21. Nos. 152 and 160 to $86 (< ven), Fortland-road, 


22. Nos. 11 to 211 (044), Porth wd-read, lease for 

Zl years t . ene nee -- 195 0 
22. Noe. 213 to 241 (004), Portiass4-road, lease for 

21 years 170 0 
2 Mos. i to 13, Prin ces-mews, Portland-road. 

lease for Z1 year « als —_— FT. 


Particulars and plase of Messrs. Boy & Cartwright, 
es 4; Lothbury~ and of the Auctioneers, 4, Cheap- 


. 
& 


ON THE CITY BOUNDARY. 
Valiueble Freehold Ground Kents, amwunting to ae 


CITY OF LONDON. 


A valuable Freehold ing a first-class posi- 
tion in Woodstrest (afew pars fem, Groshsn-tret 
let on lease for 21 years from Christmas, 1889, at a rent 
Sr oom, offering an excellent investment.— 


| P pemeneiameee TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 
will SELL, at st MART, on TUESDAY, JUNE 9, at TWO, 
the FREEH WAREHOUSE PREMISES, No. 27, 
Wood-street, Cie, i in the occupation of Messrs. W. Coates 
& Co., Manuf: The premises comprise basement. 
ground-floor, and three upper floors, and cover an area of 
about 800 square feet. 
Particulars of Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., Solicitors, 
a Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; and of "the Auctioneers, 80, Cheap- 
side. 





CORNHILL. 


Facing the Bank of England and the o space in front 
of the Royal Exchange, the finest position £ in the City of 
London.—An exceptionally important Freehold Property, 
suitable for a banking establishment, insurance office, 
the offices of a public company, or for other high-class 
business purposes.— Messrs. 


[/B82"84M, TEWSON, FARMER, & 


BRIDGEWATER 
are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at ad —. 
on TUESDAY, JUNE 9, at TWO, with vacan 
sion, the exceedingly valuable FREEHOLD PRC PROPERTY 
pee a poaition inthe % ery heart = itonetary 
ing a gran ition in the v o e 
pan Ka — tial, pee and 
admirably A yuilding oO me and bri laving 
co tage, hag ony to a considerable 
depth, and consisting of six lofty floors, including base- 
ment. The contain, on the fourth floor, a 
ae em, itchen, &c., i. tn a on 
i lavatory, and w.c.; — 
the sssendl ieee, © Gee ede seat about 55ft. by 25ft.; on 
the first floor, a ‘similar room ; on the ground floor, spacious 
front office or shop with two private rooms in the rear, 
room, an entrance lobby, and broad stone staircase 
ee and w.c.’s; in the base- 


ment, three large rooms, strong room, store cn me 
two w.c.’s, onl tastie onl ae ees The p 
sesses the important area of ut 3,000 square foc, aad the 


premises have the additional advantage of a private passage 
and entrance from ns = 
Particulars of James Robinson, Esq., Solicitor, 23, +. 
a Fenchurch-street ; ; ond of the A Auctioneers, 80, ; 
eapside. 





By EDWIN vom b,: BOUSFIELD, 
the AUCTION MART, 
On WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, at TWO, in Lots. 
HE NEW RIVE 
The choicest Home Investment of this or any other 


*eFialf of Frechold King’s Share. 
The revenue in 1871 was £284,203. 
The revenue in 1893 was £552,787. 
s Shares are Real Estate 
er qualification for Parliamentary Franchise and 


Dividend over 12 per cent. annum, and unlimited. 
Revenue never re but annually advanced. 
Revenue and dividend nearly doubled in’ 23 years. 
There have been large occasional bonuses. 
The Company has extensive estates in three counties, 
And house the City and — 
The Clerkenwell estate occupies over 50 
It is all covered with buildings leased at ground rents. 
The leases thereof fall inin about 20 years. 
Rateable value of property in company's district, 
£12,000,000. 
_ The New River affords the profits of a trading corpora- 


tion. 
Combines the simplicity, regularity, and security of 


Consols, 
And has the of landed Eevee ta 
_ Particulars « Moses ROW! AWLE, & 00., 


1, Bedford-row, W.C 
Fox & Bouse, 9, ‘Hank, LO 


By EDWIN — & BOUSFIELD, 
the AUCTION MART. on 
WEDNESDAY. MAY 20, at TWO o'clock. 
I EGENT-STREET.—Important INVEST- 
ES. 


i 








pp wep Tp 
mreet. premises are lease’ for 2 term of ) years 
im 1967, when the rack i ip 
Yor is Three Lote oréer of the Trustees of 
Cotte’ 6 Betement Meer. 
‘HAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATEZ 


wil SELL, at the MART, op TULSDAY, MAY 1%, at 
Two -— 
Iati—-A amar ate gh pEeun 3 BENT, secured 


Ro. 6, ¥ a £9) 
ln 2.-A VELEHOLD CROCS IND D KENT secure) 
vpes Mo. 7, Fann-strect, of emus w”) 

int 2—h FEPERC JUND RENT, secured 


ILD « 
upse No. 9. Faun-wacct, wad « warehouse in Fann- 





ouurt, ff por auuums a - 196 


MENTS in CLOWN 
Bo. 179, BREGENT-STEEET.—The Business 
Premises on the west side, in thorough 
on the shop and office, and three floors over, 
with studio on roof. Underleased for residue of term (less 
one day) at « rent of £525 per annum in 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1896, 


RS. FAREBROTHER, 
oa beg t ~ oes ommeunee that the fi 








y ve pey & during the 
dei the ction tare. GACES Garg tye ia 

sea ~ 21 yo ad July 16 Thurs., 
Thurs., May 3 ’ July 23 | 5 
Thurs., June ll Aug. 6 Thurs., Nov. 19 
Thurs., June 18 Aug. 13 urs., Dee, 3 
Thurs., June 25 . 24 Thurs., Dee, 17 
Thurs., July 9 Oct. 8 

Other eae ee ee 


Messrs. Fareb: » Bit, Go & Co. publish 
cnn 3 olumne of ‘ ~ imea” en ia te 
a tC) ~ ly Sales by Auction. 
also issue 


und-1 
Groueet free of charge on 2) 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old -street, E.C 


No. 36, BERKELEY SQUARE. 
An exceptionally choice Town House of strik 
some ap) the elevation being carried _— i stone 
with embayed and mullioned windows; while internally 
it is constructed and planned upon the most a pproved 
modern principles, including perfectly safe sanitation ¢ and 
provision for electric lighting. Situate on the west side 
of the square, adjoining the newly built mansion of the 
Earl of Rosebery. it enjoys a position second to none in 
this aristocratic district of the West End, and contains 
the followi superior accommodation :—Twelve bed 
rooms, two rooms, bath room, box rooms, and 
three w.c.’s on the four upper floors ; two elegant draw- 
ing rooms on the first floor; morning room, dining room, 
serving room with dinner lift, large billiard room; 
spacious staircase and entrance ‘halls, cloak 





residential ts for coachman and grooms. 
property is held for about 90 years at a very — 
ground rent, and, pp 
tunity is offered to a purchaser upon completion 
poe S| of tums 5 into compatien for the coming 


AREBROTHER, ‘ELLIS, CLARK, & 00. 
re instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the MABT, 
Tiheclaensaanl City, on DAY, MAY 21st, im, 
at TWO o’clock (unless receive an HABE of 3 
posal in the meantime), the GROUND LE of No 36, 
BERKELEY gm oy as above described. 

Particulars of sale may be had of Francis Redfern, 
Esq., Solicitor, Colmore-row, a at the Auction 
Mart, at the Auctioneers’ Offices, 29, Fleet-street, 
and 18, Old Sloot, E.C. 


PADDINGTON. 
Long T Lala G aA Rents. 
£221 per annum.—B: direction r the 
Trustees of Samuel Cook, Esq., deceased. 
ESSRS. FOSTER respectfully announce 
L for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
house-yard, Lothbury, on TUESDAY, the 19th May, at 
TWO for THREE o’clock precisely, the following Desir- 
able INVESTMENTS :— 

Lot 1. es Ground Rents, amounting to £50 per 
annum, one ee Nos. 134, 136, 138, and 140, West- 
bourne-grove, and 4, Norfolk-place, Paddington, 

her of the estimated value of £350 per annum, and 

d for 47 years ata Peppercorn pens. 

Lot 2.—Leasehold ¢ d Rents. to £74 per 
annum, secured on houses and tabling i in pom eden é 
and Lancaster-mews, of the estimated value of £700 per 
annum, and held for about 41 years at a ground rent of 


£3 annum. 

Tot 3.-Leasebold Ground Rents, amounting to £102 per 
annum, secured upon the Devonshire Arms, Nos. 12, 14, 
and 16, Ly , and @ farrier's shop and premises, 

the estimated value of £600 per annum. Held 








— rental of 
tors and 





for about vir years at a Sp | rent of £2 per annum. 
Particulars and conditions ou of gale may be had of John 
Hortin, ae, | oe, Eegusre-cead ’ 
the Mart; and Messrs. Foster, 54, * pleat 


W.; at 





ESSRS. aoa sespeutdally ensiguase 
ph for BALE by AUCTION at the MAR’ 
house-yard. , on TUESDAY, the 19th TAY 
Two for THREE 


Got, pooteg 
EVERSION to O E-SEVENTH SHAR of s 
moter = ore SECURITIES and 81 00K, 





field’ s office, 99, Gresham-strect, Bank, V.C.; and of 
Vendor s Solicitors, Mesure, DOD, LONGBTAPEE, BON, 
& FENWICK, 16, Bermer-etret, Ww. 


a .. -— iN YSSKS, HERRING, BON, & DAW, 


_ Particular Eobiness, May, a 
Gunns. yg hg Se 


Kilo, 
“Carer ani of the Aus | 


AUCTION a) WATATE AGENTS, VALUES, 


Surveyors, 
2 bt rt “9 
6, [BONMONG ame cab a. fr 


98, BRIXTON HI 





deal of ae realy and — Niet £8,100, payable ca the 
wee _ 99 erm a of mae ay be ba of si 
and of ‘Mensa. Foster, oA, ‘Pall-mall. = 
YINSBURY Y PARK and NORTHERN megan 
ESSRS. ROBSON & PERRIN be 


announce hold LOCAL EV. 
BALES of PROPERTY M NTHLY throughout the ye 


Balen, _—. have been held fd fos oe 
years recogni 
ter the all Property, in Foe en Lond® 


jane Aw for the 
pg ag tg hy oe are 


at fair 
Harringay, Hornsey, and Stroud Green Btati ions, BY 








TH] 


sa S@e8xeaea 





